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'I'I-l''E-- EQUALIZING EFFECTS: OF"' FEDERAL' AlD' 
AMONG 'CALIFORNIA ELtJ>fENtARY AND-• 
UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
AnSTRACT OF DISSERTATION· 
PU::r:pos·e_:· The:·p-urp·ose· of' the study was to provide- infOrmation-_'regard~­
illg the·. degree: tb 1 which federal funds··- tend·, to equalize' the dispa-ritH:!s~; 
in:: fi·s·ca1l. c:a-pa·city ·among California- elementary and'; unified school·' 
diS·tricts-; 
pt·qcedp:r·eEp Dat'a·~ from· 681 · California-' elementary. and .. 233- ur'l:if'ied school 
dis'triCts w~:re collected •" The three measures· of ·fiscal- capaci-ty- used 
were assessed.·vali.!'atlon per pupil in average da-ily attendance· (ADA),· 
st'ate -and local' revenue available to lOcal school' dist'ricts· .. · per· pupil 
in-·ADA, and adjus-ted gross personal income pe·r· pup'il in ADA> The- five 
categor.ies-·of federal aid were: Public Law 81·-·874, Public·'Lim·89-
10;. the·:-Econ:omic Opportunity. Ac·t, Other Federal Aid·, and Total·-Federal 
Aid;;. Each of the measures of fiscal capacity·was-·-c·ompared with.' each 
of the- categories of. federal aid by' means of a Pear·son r. Levels of 
educational significance were set in'· Which correlations·· beloW·. 20- were'· 
considered '-not· signif-icant. Correlation·s between . 20 and • so··'ind:i.Cated 
a sl-ight relationship, correlat-ions betwe·en .50--and· , 70 a· moderate· -re-
lationshiP, those between • 70 and , 81' a strong- relation'Ship; and'-those 
abov·e--. 81 a very_- strong relationship,· Negat'iVe correlations' indiCated·: 
equ·ali-Z:ing· ten·dencies; posit-iVe correlations indiCat'ed disequalizii:lg 
ten:den:c·ies-; co·rrelati(ms were also- computed between the th'ree measures 
of fisca'l c'apa:cit:y. 
Fihdings: Data .. C'(Jllected for· the- 197CJ-71-school year indicat't~d··that 
wid·e variations exiSted in all' three measures-'-- of fiscal· capac·:it:y- among. 
CB.Li.i:oriiia' school districtS< These differences were not as great- amOng· 
unified--d·iS·tricts as among elementary districts. There were no-·signi-
fiC:ant'-negative correlations between any category of· federal aid dUd· 
any_ of. the· three measures o·f fiscal c·apacity for either elementary or 
un-ffHod. school districts, The-re was ·one sign-ificant -positive--correla..!. 
ti6n~-between Other Federal Aid and assessed valUation·for·unified 
~districts- ... wh-ich indicated a slight -disequalizing tendency·. Based on 
the levels of- significance established for this stUdy, th·eret was a· 
strong'-- relationship between·assessed·-valuation- and state and local rev-
eno:e-· in-' elementary. districts and a vety-lstrong -relationship' between· 
these vari.ibles in uni-fied districts·, There was- no significant rela-
tion·ship between either of these mea-Sures and· adjU·sted gross personal 
illcome· in -eletnentary districts·and only a slight relationship in uni-· 
fied· d-istricts·. 
Conclusions:· 1-)-~Neither federal aid from specific -catagories: notl'fed-.:..-
era-1-aid ill tOtal-- tends to equalize the di'sparitiEi:s'in fiscal capaCity 
among California elementary and unified school' districts. 2) Except·: 
for Other FedEi:ral. Aid in unified school districts wh-en assessed· valua.,:. 
ti:an'-iS- used as a· measure of fiscal-capacity, federal aid· appears to 
have a·, neutral affect on these -California districts. 3) Uriificat'lOn 
of school'; di-stricts tends to alleviate the dteparities in fisCa-l' capac;..· 
ity. amOng California school districts; 4) Both assessed·- valua-Hon: and'· 
adjuste-d gross'-p'et'sonal income should be 'used as measures o"f' fisCal 
capacity in equalization studies. 
Rec_omrn:e~1dati6ns .for.-- Further Study:· Additional' rMea.rch should:.' be ·con.-.--
ducted ltb:. 1): Replicate this· study as- more recent data- become availa-· 
blE!1,-· 2) COnsider the relationship of federal aid to other measures ·of 
£iSca:lJ.capaeity, 3) ·Dew_.lop currenlr figures· for personal income in 
Ca-liforn-ia -schOol districts,, and 4·), Develop an- equalizatiOn fo'TITiula 
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INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLE:M 
The CalifoYnia Supreme Court started a revolutio1l __ in school fi-
nance t·Jhen it declared unconstitutional the California system of finan-
ci.ng its schools. 1 In the now famous Serrano v. Priest decision, the 
court indicated that the quality of a child's education in the public 
schools -could not be dependent upon the wealth of his parents or on 
the wealth of the district in which he lives. 2 In requiring a change 
in the p_resent system, the court has forced the state legislature to 
consider what school finance experts have long advocated--a system that 
will provide essentially equal funds for the public education of each 
child 01ithin ti1e state. 
In the current scheme for financing public schools in California, 
there are three source.s of income--local, state and federal. Most of 
the local funds are derived from the property tax although very small 
3 amoun.ts orl.glnate from other source<>. Funds alloeated by the state 
to local districts are derived mainly from taxes on retail sales and 
1 -
Hichael A. Resnick, "Serrano v. Priest: P.lueprint for Tax 
Reform," Nation's _Sehos;ls, LXJ!.XIX, No. 3 (1972), p. 43. 
2 Serrano v. Priest, L. A. 29820, Super. C. T. No. 938254 
(19 71). 
3Houston I. Fluomoy, Ann'!al Bo~ort SJ.i. F~nanc).a_l .IE§I:csa9tions 




pe.rsonal and corporate income. 1 Personal and corporate income taxes 
also provide the major portion of federal revenue from which grants to 
education are rna de .. 
. The major part of the· funds allocated to school districts by 
the state are in the form of basic and equalization aid. Every dis-
trict receives an equal amount of basic aid for e.ach c.hild; that 
amount t~as $125 per pupil in the 1970-71 sclwol year. Equalization 
aid is based on the amount needed~ in addit·ion to baBic. aid and funds 
from local sources, to obtai:1 a specified foundation or level of ex-
penditure. The foundation for the 1970-71 school year was $350 pe.r 
pupil for elementary schools and $!+88 per pupil fo·r h:lgh schools. 2 
This meaD.s that a district that w2.s tmable to raise a·~,_ amount equiva-
lent to the fo<mdat:i.on prog·ra.m ($350 or $488) by e. tax. rate of $1.00 
per $100 of assessed valu;;Ltion a~~1rl 'basic state ai.d rE-~ceiVed enough 
equalization aid to allow the school dist.r·ict tl1at lev£1 of expendi-
ture. 
Varying amounts of federal funds are also available to school 
districts. This aid is generally categorical and is awarded to dis-· 
tricts on application if they can meet the conditions of the particu-
lar program. 
The present system of school finance, based heavily on the 
local property tax, is greatly deficient in terms of equalization. 
For example, McKer,na reported that assessed valuation per pupil in 
1state of California, Franchise Tax Board, Annual Report, 1971 
Calendar Year. 





California ranges from $103 to $952,156. 1 Even state aid, which pur-
ports to provide equalization, has done little to improve this glaring 
inequity. All districts receive an equal amount of basic aid per pupil, 
and the amount of equalization aid is generally so small that it has 
little effect on the total funds which are available to districts with 
low assessed valuation. In the case of the two districts cited by 
McKenna, the district with the lower assessed valuation could never 
hope to raise an amount equal to the district with the higher assessed 
valuation no matter how high a tax rate was imposed. 
School finance experts have for many years proposed various for-
mulae that would approach some sort of equalization in the funding of 
public school districts. 2 But where Cubberley and others have fail!=d, 
it appears that the California Supreme Court may have succeeded. It 
has forced the legislature to seriously consider alternattve schemes 
for financing school-s that will resul-t in equal-ity of educational. op-
portuni.ty, a similarity in per-pupil expenditures. 
Of particular conc.ern to this study is the revenue whic.h tt.e 
local school districts derive from the federal government. There are 
currently ten major federal programs listed in the Financial Trans-
actions of California school districts, with minor sources of federal 
funds combined in an "other" colurnn. 3 These eleven categories repre-
sent $286 millj_on in federal aid to California schools. This would 
lwilliam J. McKenna, "School Finances Bone of Contention," 
Pennsylvania_ School Journal (April, 1972), p. 171-173. 
2charles S. Benson, The Economics of Public Educa~ (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1961), p. 195-213. 
3Fluornoy, Financial Transactions, p .. 2·. 
3 
appear to be significant in terms of the impact on the educational pro-
gram in the state. 
There is a definite possibility that federal funds may become 
one means of equalizing educational expenditures, not only between the 
states but also tdthin states ,1 While the funding arrangements for 
federal aid have not been directly based on an equalization formula, 
this has been a major argument of those who favor federal aid to edu-· 
cation. 2 
Statement of the Problem ---
Most discussions of school finance and equalization are concerned 
with the local and state sources of revenue. Little consideration has 
been given to the impact of federal funds on school districts. Perhaps 
this is because natiom7ide thec'federal government provides only 7 per 
cent of school revenue. 3 
Those studies which have examined the federal sources of revenue 
indicate that certain of these funds may have had an impact in equaliz-
ing per pupil expenditures, The. National Educational Finance Project 
studied the equalizing effects of ten major federal programs among the 
fifty states. The study concluded that there "as a slight equalizing 
tendency.4 This report also briefly discussed a study of the. equalizing 
' 
lArthur E. Wise, Rich Schools, Poo~ §_chools (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1968)-;-p:- 207. 
2Roe L, Johns, Kern Alexander, and Dewey H. Stollar, eds., Status 
and Impact_£:[_ Educational Finance. Programs (Gainesville: National--
Educational FiTtance Project, 1971), p. 245. 
3Future )lirections for School ~'inancing (Gainesville: National 
Educational Finance Project, 1971), p. 9. 





effects of ESEA Title I funds on a county wide basis within nine selected 
states. The data indica ted a very slight equalizing effect among the 
counties within states. California was not one of the states included 
in this study; and indeed, there have been no studies of the equalizing 
effects of federal aid within the state of California. In view of the 
Serrano decision and the potential impact of federal funding in the 
search for equalization, this lack of information represents a serious 
gap in present day kno><ledge. 
Purpose of the Study_ 
The purpose of t)le study is t.o provide information rega·rding the 
degree to which federal funds tend to equalize the disparities in fis-
cal capacity among California elementary and unified school districts. 
Importance of_ the Study 
To provi.d.e a just system of support .for e.d.ucati.on and to satisfy 
the requirements of the court in the Serrano decision, the state legis-
lature must de.velop a system of school finance that will be equitable to 
the various school districts of the state, In doing so it must consider 
the effects of all available revenue. Tne legislature can control any 
funds from state and local sources, hut has little control of federal 
funds. While most federal funds are channeled through state offices, 
the programs for which they are allocated are determined by the federal 
government. 
In California, the federal government provides 6 per cent of the 
financial support for the public schools. 1 Although this appears to be 
lF.luornoy, Financial Transactions, p. iv. 
5 
~~~~ 
an insignificant amount, some districts receive a much larger portion of 
their income from federal sources. In Humboldt County, for example, 
five of the thirty-two elementary districts and one of the two unified 
districts receive 20 per cent or more of their income from federal pro-
grams. In one of these districts the figure is over 50 per cent.l 
These figures indicate the importance that federal funds may ha.ve in 
financing the public schools and the potential impact they have in. equal-· 
izing the amount of money available for educational expenditures. In 
. addit.ion, a former U.S. Commissioner of Education has estimated that 
the federal government will significantly increase its support of local 
2 schools i.n the future. 
Because of the current role of the fede.ral government in school 
finance and the possible expansion of this role in the future, it is 
important to consider the equalizing effects of these funds as they are 
currently allocated. The impact of this important source of revenue 
should be considered by finance experts and~the legislature as they act 
upon the court mandate for a more equitable system of school finance. 
This study provides information regarding the degree to which federal 
funds tend to be equalizing in the state of California. The data gath-
ercd may al.sc be used by state and federal planners as they consider 
future me.thods of allocating funds to local school districts.· 
1. There is a significant relationship betv1een federal aid per 
1Iti.£., pp. 45-50, 189. 
2
J · ' All "o · · ame.s ..... . en, ve.rv1.ew. 
tion Defined," Permsylvani~ School 
Role of Federal Government in Educa-




pupil and district assessed property valuation per pupil in average 
daily attendance in California elementary school districts. 
2. There is a significant relationship between federal aid per 
pupil and state and local revenue available per pupil in average daily 
attendance in California elementary school districts. 
3. There is a significant relationship between federal aid per 
pupil and adjusted gross personal income per pupil in average daily 
attendance in California elementary school districts. 
L,, There is a significant relationship between federal aid per 
pupil and district assessed property valuation per pupil in average 
daily attendance in California unified school districts. 
5. There is a significant relationship between federal aid per 
pupil and state and local revenue available per pupil in average daily 
attendance in California unified school districts, 
6. There is a significant relationship between federal aid per 
pupil and adjusted gross personal income per pupil in average daily 
attendance in California unified school districts. 
In addition to the above hypotheses, the following ancillary ques-
tions will be investigated: 
1. What is the relationship between assessed property valuation 
per pupil in average daily attendance and total state and local revenue 
per pupil in average daily attendance? 
2. What is the relationship between assessed property valuation 
per pupil in average daily attendance and adjusted gross personal income 
per pupil in average daily attendance? 
3. What is the relationship between adjusted gross personal income 
per pupil in average daily attendance and total state and local revenue 
1 
j 
per pupil in a'rerage daily attendance? 
Definition of Terms ------
1. Equalization: utilization of resources to reduce or eliminate 
the variation of ability among local districts to support educa.tion.l 
2. Equality of educational opportunity: granting an equal amount 
of resources (dollars) to the education' of every individual. 2 
3. Federal aid: funds made available to California school dis·· 
tricts by the federal government as listed in Fin2ncial Transactions 
1970-71.3 
4. Fiscal capacity: the ability of a school district to provide 
financial support for its schools. In this••study three measures of fis-· 
cal capacity wi.ll be used: assessed valuation per pupil in average 
daily attendance (ADA), state and local revenue per ADA available to 
the general fund of school districts, and adjusted gross personal income 
per ADA. 
Limitations 
This study is limited to a consideration of the federal prog,an;s 
listed in Annual Repo!_\:_ of Fi~ancial Transa_s:_tion.§_ Concerning_ School 
Districts .£i. California Fiscal ~ ).970-71. 4 It is further limited to 
a study of the equalization impact of federal aid to California eleme.n-
tary artd unified school districts. Neither private schools nor high 
------·-------
1Johns, Status and ImJ2act, p. 120. 
2 . 
W~se, Rich Schools, p. 155-56. 
3 . . 





school districts are. included in the sample. 
Summary 
In this chapter a brief description of the need for equalization 
was given and the importance of knowledge of the equalizing effects of 
federal aid in California was stated. Hypotheses were listed and defi-





REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
For purp?ses of clari.ty, Chapter II has been organi.zed into four 
sect tons. The first deals with disparities of wealth both within 
and among states. The next secti.on is concerned with the role of fed-
eral funds in the financing of education and includes both the present 
role and that recommended for the future. Particular emphasis is 
placed on the potential of federal revenue for the equalization of edu-
cational expend.itures. The third section presents a brief summary of 
. the methodology that has been used in the study of financial equaliza-
tion. The final section reports major studies of the equalizing effects 
of federal aid. 
Variations }.£ b"iscal_ Capacity 
To students of school finance, the present call for reform in the. 
methods of financing public education has a familiar ring. In 1906 
E. P. Cubberley stated, "Any attempt at the equalization of the oppor.-
tunities for education, much less any attempt at equalizing burdens, is 
clearly impossible under a system of exclusively local taxation."1 
While current finance plans do not rest entirely on loce.l taxation, the 
heavy dependenc.e upon the property tax has resulted in wide disparities 
lElwood P. Cubberley, School Funds and their AJ:>.Eor_tionment (New 




in the amount of income available for educational expenditure. The, 
National Educational Finance Project, in j,ts wide-scale investigation of 
,school finance found great differences in the financial inputs of the 
fifty states . 1 Current expenditures in the 1971-72 school year per aver-
age daily membership (ADM) varied from $1346 in Alaska to $511 in Alabama. 
Personal income per ADM varied from $26,417 in New York to $11,810 in 
0 
Mississippi.~ However, great as the inter-state variations are, the dis-
parities in fiscal capacity among school districts within states is even 
greater. 3 In most states the highest spending districts outspend the 
lowest by 100 per cent or more, and in some states the di.sparity is even 
greater. 4 Weiss, i.n his report to the Federal Reserve Bank, noted that 
this problem was prevalent in the New England States indi.cating that wide 
variations in local wealth for school districts existed in that region. 
Also of concen; were the differences in school tax effort and_ level of 
spending for education. 5 
11 
In recent years the problem of inequality has become a national con-
cern. In summing up the crisis in school finance President Johnson stated, 
1National Educational Finance Project, Alternative Programs. for 
Fina~cil]:_(', Education (Gainesville, 1971), p. 2~----
2John E. Peck, "Future Developments in School Finance," School 
Management, XVI (August, 1972), p. 13. 
\!illiam G. Coleman, "Meetir,g the Crises in Educational Finance," 
Compact VI (August, 1972), p. 421. 
4Duai1e J. Mattheis, "The Emergency in School Finance" (Speec.h pre-
sented at Association of School Business Officials Armual Convention, 
October, 1972), p. 5. 
5Steven J. Weiss, "Existing Disparities in Public School Finance 
and Proposals for Reform," (Research Report to the Federal Reserve Bank 
of Boston, No. 46, February, 1970), p. 18. 
~-
--------,c ••. ___ , 
"The burden of the nation's schools .. ' is not evenly distributed. "1 Nor 
is the problem disappearing with time. It has been almost seventy_ years 
s:!.nce Cubberley brought attention to the issue, and the issue still re-
mains. In fact, there is some evidence that fiscal inequities are get-
ting worse. Rossmiller found an increase in differences of fiscal 
capacity between 1962 and 1967 when effective buying income was used as 
a measure of capacity.2 
The disparities in the state of California have existed for many 
years. Fift.y years ago Sears and Cubberley made a comprehensive study 
of the cost of education in the state and found large differences in the 
wealth of school districts. 3 This was also true of the tax burden placed 
upon the property owners in the various districts. 4 As an example they 
compared districts in two counties. In Mariposa County the assessed 
valuation per pupil in average daily attendance (ADA) was almost $12,000, 
while in Los Angeles County the assessed valuation per ADA was $7,700. 
Yet the school districts in Mariposa County received 48 per cent of their 
revenue from the state and 52 per cent from the county while districts 
in Los Angeles County received only 20per cent of their revenue from 
·1John _F. l<agner and Dewey Stollar, "Intent and Effect of Title 
I ESEA in the Financial Equalization of Public Eleme.ntary and Secondary 
Education" in Status and Impact of Educ.a!_!on":l £:Jonance !'.!'."Z.!.!l:E.'~" ed. by 
Roe L. Johns, Kern Alexander, and Dewey· H. Stollar, (Gainesville: Na-
tional• Educational Finance Project, 1971), p. 321. 
~ichard A, Rossmiller, James A. Hale, and Lloyd E. Frohreich, 
f};§cal Cap.~it.z. £l:.Ud Educational Fi11_ance (Hadison: University of Wisconsin, 
19'70), p. 328. 
3Jesse B. Sears 
Cal:J,~~~.£3:. (Ne.w York: 
4-,b. • 141 !:. l.a_~, p. - • 
and Eiwood P. Cubberley, The Cost· of Education in 
the NacMillan Company, 1924-)-;-p-;- 34'1-3'"2,- 348.-
12 
the state and 31 per cent from .the county. In terms of local burden, 
local district taxpayers in Mariposa County contributed nothing for 
,schools in property taxes while in Los Angeles County taxpayers paid 
almost half of the educational costs. 1 
In the last fifty years it seems that little progress has been 
made in erasing the fiscal inequities in the state system of financing 
education. In 1970, for example, the assessed valuation per ADA ranged 
from a low of $103 to a high of $952,156. 2 In terms of fiscal equity 
this is an extremely unfortunate situation. In essence it means that a 
rich district can raise much more money for the support of its schools 
at a lower tax rate than a poor district can raise at a substantially 
higher rate. 3 These disparities become all the more serious when the 
lack of relationship between the value of real estate and funds needed 
to operate schools is considered.4 Districts with a low assessed valua-
tion in oany cases have greater financial needs than districts which are 
relatively wealthier. Y"t the poorer districts have less tax base from 
which it can derive funds to support its schools. 
In view of the overwhelming .evidence in the literature one would 
be compelled to agree w.Lth the National Educational Finance Project which 
1 Ibid., pp. 38·-39. 
2william J. McKenna, "School Finances Bone of Contention" Petm£)'1-
~ania School Journal, April, 1972, pp. 171-173. 
3navid K. Cohen, "The Economics of Inequality" Satur~§\1. Review, 
April 19, 1969, p. 64. 
4claiborne Pell, "The Role of the Federal Government in EducHtion" 
in Financ.in_g_ Educatio.~: _¥ho Benefits? ~he ~s?, ed. by Charles F. 




stated, "The fact that variations in ability and effort to support edu-
cation exist among states, regions and school districts in the United 
States has been demonstrated so frequently that it hardly needs repeat-
ing • ul 
Federal Role in School Finance 
The current federal expenditure which constitutes about 7 per cent 
of school revenues in the nation does not seem to indicate. an important 
role in school finance, Appearances, however, may be deceiving. In the 
ten years, 1960-1970, the federal budget has doubled. At the same time 
federal educational e~penditures have increased five times, 2 The Pres-
ident's Commission on School Finance recently proposed doubling the cur-
rent federal outlays for elementary and secondary education indicating 
that the trend may continue.3 
There have been many proposals for increasing the financial in-
volvement of the federal government in education. The above-mentioned 
recommendation, for example, would result in the federal government con-
tributing approximately 16 per cent of the revenue for education to 
local school districts, Congressnian Quie, the ranking Republican mem-
ber of the Committee on Education and Labor, believes the federal govern-
ment should pay 25 per cent of the costs of education.4 Edgar L. Morphet 
1National Educational Finance Project, !>-lternate Programs, p, 59. 
2Emmerson J, -Elliot, "Federal Education Programs" in Fiscal Plan-· 
ping for Schools in Transition (Washington: National Education Asso-
ciation, 1969), -p-.-98. 
3William G. Coleman, "Meeting the Crises", p. 40. 
4Albert H. Quie, "The Role of Congress in School Finances" in 




shares the same view. 1 McClure2 and the National Educational Finance Pro-
ject3 support a figure of 30 per cent. Kiernan, in the fonv-ard to a 
NASSP Special Paper, proposes that the federal role account for one third 
'· of school revenues. The National Education Association supports 
Kiernans 1 position. 5, 6 Webb recommends that the federal role be ex-
panded to a full 40 per cent of educational expenditures. 7 Clearly, 
support for expanded federal involvement in financing education has been 
advocated by a ntunber of authorities in the field. 
With the increased demand for funds comes a question regarding 
sources. Where will the money come from? There has been some discussion 
of a value added tax similar to what is used in many European countries. 
Congressman Quie, however, recommends using a portion of the income tax 
1Edgar L. Morphet, "Designing School Support Programs to Meet 
Emerging Needs" in ~Time for Priorities: Financin_g_ the:_ Schools for_ the 
70's (Proceedings of the 13th National Conference on School Finance, 
Washington: National Education Association, 1970), p. 24. 
2william P. McClure, "Chief Justice Wright, the California Supreme 
Court, and School Finance: Has the 14th Done it Again?" (Paper pre-
sented at American Association of School Administrators Convention, 
Atlantic City, New Jersey, February 14, 1972), p. 8. 
~ational Educational Finance Project, AlternatiV£ Programs, 
p. 229. 
4 Owen B. Kiernan, "Financing Public Education: More than One View" 
(NASSP Special Paper, National Association of Secondary School Prin-
cipals, Washington D.C. , April, 19 72) , p. 4. 
· '5sam M. L<~mbert, "Financing a National Standard of Education" 
Today's Education i:.XI (April, 1972), p. 66. 
6oliver Ocosek, "The Rationale for General Federal Aid to Educa-
tion" in ! ~ for_ Priorities, p. 45. 
7Harold V. \>/ebb, "The Case for a New Realignment of Financial 
Responsibilities for Education" Am('rican School Boa_rd Jo~rnal (December, 
1971), pp. 29-31. 
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rather than the value added tax. 1 There is some support for using the 
federal income tax as a source of educational revenue. 2 While some 
authorities see revenue sharing as a means of financing education, oth-
ers are opposed.3 Although support for an expanded federal role in edu-
cational finance has been reflected in the literature, it is fairly 
clear that sources of revenue for an increased level of federal partici-
pation have not been widely considered. 
With the call for increased federal support is a concern as to the 
basis for allocating funds. Bruno states that "any plan for federal aid 
to education should provide for some degree of equalization of school 
support. "4 In fact, a former U.S. Commissioner of Education has stated 
that only through federal action can the wide disparities in fiscal ca-
pacity be reduced.s That the federal government should play a role in 
equalization is not a new concept; it has long been one of the arguments 
in favor of federal aid to education. 6 
The National Educational Finance Project, in its statement of 
philosophy upon which its work was based, said that belief in equality 
1Albert H. Quj_e, "The Role of Congress", pp. 19-20. 
2Hugh Calkins, "Goals for the Seventies in Financing American Edu-
cation" in !_ Time for_ Priorities, p. 15. 
3w. Monfort Barr, "Federal Revenue Sharing and Political Alterna-
tives': (Speech presented at American Association .of School Administrators 
Annual Convention, 1971), p. 5. 
4 James E. Bruno, "A Proposed Scheme for Federal Support for Edu-
cation" (Santa Monica, the Rand Corporation, 1969), p. 1.3. 
< . 
::>James E. Allen, Jr., "The Recasting of Public Education" School 
Management XV (October, 1971), p. 16. 
6sidney Tiedt, "Historical Development of Fede.ral Aid programs" 







of educational opportunity "requires that we support a policy of general 
federal aid for the public schools."1 The researchers associated with 
t1te National Educational Finance Project indicated that the federal gov-
ernment as well as the states must be concerned with equalization. "The 
relevancy of equalization of federal funds for education is beyond ques-
tion and will remain so as long as states have different fiscal abilities 
and individuals have varying educational needs."2 
Other organizations have also supported this position. The Na-
tional Educational Association Legislative Commission has recommended 
that some federal aid should be in the ,form of equalization grants. 3 
The former chairman of the Advisory Co~nission on Intergovernmental 
Relations (ACIR) contends that this might, in part, be the proper func-
tion of revenue sharing. 4 
One of the major purposes of state aid program.'! i3 to equalize 
financial resources, and ·it is important that the federal govermnent 
cooperate in this endeavor by designing aid programs that will not v10rk 
against the state design. 5 Several authors have endorsed this as a 
1 National Educational Finance Project, Alternative Programs_, 
p. 2. 
2 Edgar H. Bedenbaugh and Kern Alexander, "Financia:l Equalization 
Among States from Federal Aid Programs" in Roe L. Johns, Status and 
Impact, p. 253. 
\mry c. Gereau, "Federal Legislation: the NEA Posture" in 
Fiscal Planning_, p. 9 3. 
4Robert E. Merriam, "A Remedy for Fiscal Imbalance", Compact V 
. (October, 1971), p. 34. 




proper and important function of the fede.ral government. l, 2• 3 There 
is evidence of widespread support for a federal role in the equaliza-
. tion of fiscal capacity both between states and within states. What 
form such effort will take, however, has not been determined. 
The National School Boards Association (NSBA) at its 30th Annual 
Convention in 1970 voted a resolution which urged "that Congress and 
the President immediately establish a program of federal foundation sup-
port for public education •••• u4 The purpose of such a foundation would 
be in part to compensate for disparities in need, effort expended and 
resources of the states. It is unknown what relation such a program 
would have. with the present system of categorical aid. While it is still 
18 
too early to assess the impact of the proposal, there has been some sup-
port expressed for trle concept of a national foundation support program.S, 6 
lnavid Barkin and John Legler, Alternative !ieasures 
distribution: Gross U.S. N<=t A,id, (St. Louis: Institute 
Regional Studies, Washington University, 1968), p. 14. 
of Fiscal Re-----·--
for Urban and 
2John Shannon, "Equalizing Educational Opportunity - the State and 
Federal Role" (Statement presented to Chief State School Officers Coun-
cil, 1970), p. 17. 
3Erich L. Lindman, "National School Policy" in Financing Education, 
ed. by Charles F. Adams, ~!:.· al., p. 65. 
4"Pump Those Federal Funds into Local Schools, Urges NSBA", The 
American School Board Journal CLVII (June, 1970), pp. 33-34. 
5walter G. Hack, "Resolved, that the Federal Government Should 
F1.1lly Finance a Defensible Minimum Educati.on for All Children in Public 
Schools. An Affirmative Position" (Paper presented at the American 
Association of School Administrators Convention, 1971), p. 3. 
6Leon H. Keyserling, "Proposals for National Foundation Programs" 
in A Time for Priorities, p. 31. 
·-"'-
r;·--"--
Methodology in Studyin£ Equalization 
The most connnon procedure in studying the equalizing effects of a 
. school support program has been ·the use of simple correlations in which 
the amount of aid is compared with some measure of fiscal capacity. 
However, Hickrcd, in his consideration of the problem of measurement of 
equalization, pointed out sevenil weaknesses in the use of the Pearson 
product-moment correlation method. He advocated the use of curvilinear 
regression to measure deviation from perfect equality •1 Hempstead, in 
his study of state aid formulae in Illinois considered and rejected the 
use of curvilinear regression, To study.these formulae, he found linear 
regression to be more accurate in measuring equalization strength. 2 
Another question which arises is related to identifying the best 
measure of fiscal capacity. Several different measures have been used 
in recent studies. Weiss in his study of the New England states used 
assessed valuation per pupil but he also reconnnended the use of personal 
income if the data is available. 3 Barkin and Hettich did consider per-
sonal income of school district residents in their study of the Elemen-
' ' 4 
tary .and Secondary Education Act. . Patterson, ·who studied the. effect of 
lc. Alan Hi~krod, et, aJ.., "Definition, Heasurement and Appli-
cation of the Concept ofEqualization in School "Finance" (An Occa-
sional paper of the State Superintendents Advisory Committee on School 
Finance, Normal, Illinois, Foobruary, 1972), pp. 25-26. 
2charles A. Hempstead, "Proj acted Costs and Equali.zati.on Strengths 
o:f Ten Alternati.ve. State Aid Formulae for Illinois" (Unpublished Ph.D. 
dissertation, Illinois St&te University, 1970), p. 46. 
3weiss, "Existing Disparities", p. 12. 
4navid Barkin and Walter Hettich, The Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act: A Distributional Analysis (St. Louis: Institute for 
Urban and R~gional Studies, \Vashington University, 1968), p. 16. 
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vocational education grants from the standpoint of an economist, stated, 
"The most commonly used measure of relative state fiscal capacity is 
state per capita personal income."1 He did conclude, however, that ad-
justed gross personal income would be a better measure. 2 ·Another study 
used the total state and local revenue available for school district 
3 
expenditures as a measure of school district wealth. 
With several potential measures of fiscal capacity 
questioned if they all measure the same thing. Patterson 
that fiscal capacity as measured by assessed valuation is 
than fiscal capacity measured by personal income. 
4 
In as 
it might be 
pointed out 
different 
a study done 
for the National Educational Finance Project, it was found that property 
values were not highly correlated with either retail sales or effective 
buying income. 5 It ·w-ould appear that in· any study of the equalization 
effects of school aid programs, more than one measure of fiscal capacity 
should be. used. 
A final question dealing with methodology is that of defining equal 
educational opportunity. While educators have not been able to agree on 
this issue, the courts in numerous cases have suggested that equal edu-· 
cational opportunity can in some measure be equated with equal expend!-
1Philip Dinehart Patterson, Jr., "A Fiscal Analysis of Fixed-
Am01mt Federal Grants-in-Aid: The Case of Vocational Education" (Un-
published Ph.D. dissertation, Georgetown Univer!>i.ty, 1968), p • .81. 
2~'_!>id., p.llO. 
3Jcel S. Berke, et. al., "The Pattern of Allocation of Federal Aid 
to Education" (Paper presented at American Educational Research Associa-
ti.on, February 6, 1971), p. 22. 






ture per pupil. 
Equalization Effects of Federal Aii 
The literature dealing with the equalization effects of federal 
aid ranges from general statements of belief to carefully controlled 
research. Congressman Carl Perkins, who is chairman of the House Edu-
cation and Labor Connnittee, stated, " ••• Title I is··;r remarkable success 
in providing federal education support funds for the neediest chil-
dren. "2 Cole.'llan seemed to support this claim when he said, "Current 
federal grant--in-aid programs in education have an equalization factor 
. th 113 ~n e..m • ••• Congressman Quie disagreed. He pointed out that only 27 
per cent of Title I funds go to schools that have 30 per cent or more 
II 
poor childrEn. 
Some concern has been expressed regarding the various types of 
federal funds available. Categorical aid for example does not lend it-
self to overcoming the differences of fiscal capacity among the states. 5 
An even greater problem exists with programs that require matching 
funds fr·cru loc.al districts. Rich districts have no trouble taking ad-
va.ntage of available money; poor districts in most cases are hard 
pressed to come up with the matching funds. Thus no equalization can 
---·---
l.John E. Peck, "Future Developments in School Finance" School 
Managernen~ XVI {August, 1972), p. 13. 
2 
Carl D. Perkins, "The Case for Extending ESEA" Compact (February-
March, 1973), p. 12. 
3ccleman, "Meeting the Crises", p. 42. 
{: .. 
'Quie, "11Ie Role of the Congress", p. 22. 
5 Bedenbaugh, "Financial Equalization", pp. 290-291. 
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take place when dollar for dollar matching is required. 1 In fact, 
Patterson found that grants which require matching funds tend to dis-
1
. 2 
e.qua ue • 
. With conflicting testimony regarding categorical aid it has been 
suggested that block grants or general aid will alleviate this problem, 
The foremost proposal for this type of aid is President Nixon's plan 
fo·r revenue sharing. Unfortunately this plan does not involve direct 
distribution of funds to school districts but to states, counties, and 
cities which may or may not use the revenue for support of the schools. 
Furthermore, contrary to some opinions, the plan does not have an 
equalization provision. 3 
T'nere have been several studies of the equalizing effects of fed-
eral aid among states. Patterson fou.c<d that the equalization effect of 
federal grants deccreased from 19.57 to 1963 and the impact of these funds 
was not strong in any. of the years. 4 In his study of. the 1963 Vocati.onal 
Educat.ion Act he reported that the allotment procedure did contain an 
equ.alization provision which was intended to equalize disparities among 
the states. 5 Berke found that federal aid has only a slight equalizing 
tendency. In fact, i.f ESEA Title I funds are not included, federal aid 
lRoe L. Johns and Richard G. Salmon, "The Financial Equalization 
of Public School Support Programs i.n the United States for the School 
Year 1968-69" in Johns, Status and];_mpact, pp. 124-125. 
2Patterson, "A Fiscal Analysis", p. 220. 
\iurray L. VJeidenbaum, "Toward a New Fiscal Federalism," Phi 
Delta Kappan LI (November, 1969), pp. 155-156. 
4Patterson, "A Fiseal Analysis," p. 60. 
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is essentially disequalizing. 1 Other researc.hers agree that federal aid 
makes only a slight contribution to the reduction of inter-state differ-
ences in fiscal capacity.z, 3, 4 
· Probably the most comprehensive national equalization study is 
that by Bedenbaugh. In his doctoral dissertation he studied the equal-
izing effects of federal aid among the states in which ten federal aid 
' 
programs, accounting for apprdkimately 80 per cent of federal expendi·-
tures to elementary and secondary education, were included. The allo-· 
cation of funds to the fifty states was compared with the relative 
abU.ity of the states to support public education as reflecte.d by the 
state 1 s level of personal income. A comparison for each specific fed-
eral program and for the total of the ten progr.ams was made using both 
the rank-order and product-moment methods of correlation. 
Bedenbaugh concluded that for NDEA Title III, the basic grants of 
the Vocational Education Act, and ESEA Ti.tle I, there was a significant 
equalizing relationship between allocation of funds per child and per.-
sonal income per child. For ESFA Title II there was a significant dis-
equalizing effect, and for the remaining six programs no significant 
relationships were identified. The effect of the combined allocations 
1Berke, "The Pattern of Allocation," pp. 1-3. 
2Darwin l-'. Daicoff, "The Economic. Implications of Recent Court 
Decisions Regarding Educational Finance," Kansas School Board Journal 
VII (July, 1972), p. 3. -----------
3Barkin and Hettich, A Distributional Analysis, p. 30. 
4James r,;, Gnthrie and Stephan B. Lauten, "The Distribution of 
Federal S-::hool Aid Funds: Who Wins? Who Loses?" Educational Adminis-
_t:_r~ _g_,arterlz. VI (Hinter, 1970), p. 53. ·- . ----
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from all ten federal programs tended to be slightly equalizing. 1 
Unfortunately Berlenbaughs' study used only one measure of fiscal 
capacity which was not particularly relevant to the actual sources of 
school district operation, Since a large share of school revenue is 
raised through property tax, the assessed valuation per pupil could have 
been included as a~other and perhaps more meaningful variable. 
There have also been several studies which consider intra-state 
equalization. Levin, in her study of revenue expenditures in eight 
states, found that federal funds tended to reduce disparities in seven 
states but not in the state of Washington. However, the amount that the 
disparities were reduced was very slight. 2 Weiss, in his study of the 
New England states, concluded, "In design, intention and methods of allo-
eating funds, federal grant programs have almost nothing to do with 
ameliorating intra-state disparities." However he did report a slight 
equalization resulting from allocations of ESE.<\ Title I and NDEA Title 
III. 3 
Wagner considered the equaliz.ing effect of ESEA Title I funds with-
in nine selected states. In his survey of the legislative intent he con-
c1 uded that Title I was not formulated primarily to equalize expenditures 
to public schools. However the fomula for distributing Title I funds 
to schools with high concentration of low income families makes this a 
potential for equalization. In studying the equalizing effects of Title I 
lEdgar Hugh Bedenbaugh, Jr., "Extent of Financial Equalization 
.(lmong the States from Ten Programs of Federal Aid to Education" (Un-
published Ph.D. dissertation, University of Florida, 1970). 
2Betsy Levin, "An Analysis of the Expenditure and Taxing Inequal-
ities in Nine States" in Adams, Financing Education, p. 187. 




funds, Wagner used the county as the educational unit rather than the 
local school district. Title I allocations per school-age child and 
allocations per child in enrollment were compared with adjusted assessed 
valuation of property per school-age child and with effective buying in-
come per school-age child. In no case did Title I funds have a dis-
equalizing effect. When effective buying income was used as a measure 
of county wealth, Title I funds were equalizing in eight of the nine 
states. When adjusted assessed valuation per school-age child was used 
as a measure of county wealth, allocations per school-age child were 
equalizing in five st.ates, and allocations per child in enrollment were 
equalizing in four states. It was concluded that when income was used 
as a measure of fiscal capacity, the federal funds tended to have a 
greater equalizing effect than when assessed valuation was used as a 
measure of fiscal capacity. The use of the t>m allocation variables--
per school-age child and per child in enrollment--did. not reveal signif-
icantly different findings. 1 
It should be noted that Wagner used the county as the educational 
unit which tends to obscure many of the more glaring inequities between 
local districts. Using data from local school districts, therefore, 
appears to be more appropriate because the system of finance is based 
on the local district and leads to more relevant interpretations. 
Moody in his study of selected school districts in Indiana, re-
ported that the amount of !HlEA Title III funds received per pupil did 
not relate inversely to the factors of vrealth, That is, high wealth 
1John Frederick Wagner, "Title I ESEA: Legislative Intent; 
Equalization Effect Within Nine Selected States" (Unpublished Ph.D. 




districts received significantly more funds than did medium or low 
wealth districts. 1 
Guthrie, in his Michigan study, classified school districts ac·-
cording to socio-economic status (SES). He found that high SES dis-
tricts have better school services, better teachers, bigger school 
buildings and higher per pupil expenditures than lower SES districts. 
Yet the wealthy districts in Michigan tend to receive more federal dol-
lars per pupil than poorer districts which indicates a disequalizing 
tendency. 2 
Perea studied the equalizing effects of state and federal funds 
in New Mexico for the school years 1968-69 and 1969-70. The measure of 
fiscal capacity used was assessed value of real property per average 
daily membership (ADM). For the 1968-69 sch.:>ol year, ESF.A THle I 
funds (plus some other miscellaneous funds) tended to be equali.zing. 
The total of federal funds exclusive of ESEA was neutral in effe.ct. 
For the 1969-70 school year there were no significant relationships be-
tween any federal funds and fiscal capacity. 3 
It is unfortunate that Perea included miscellaneous funds with the 
Title I funds in his study. Since Title I is a major source of fede:cal 
revenue it should have been considered as a discrete category. It may 
also be noted that only on7 measure of fiscal capacity was used-.. -
assessed value of real property per ADM. 
1Elliot, "Federal Education Programs", p. 253. 
? . 
-James W. Guthrie, et. al., "Educational Inequality, School Finance, 
and e. Plan for the 70's", (Paper presented at National Education Asso-
ciation Annual Conference on School Finance, April 6, 1970), p. 17. 
3Jose A. Perea, "A Comparison of the Equalization Effects of Fed-
ers.l and State Public School Fund Distributions in New Mexico" (Unpub-




A review of literature relevant to the subject of federal aid and 
];; ___ -
its equalizing effects has been presented in this chapter. Evidence 
was presented regarding the variations in fiscal capacity not only be-
tween states but within states. It appears.that the federal government 
has an important future role to play in the financing of education, par-. 
ticularly with regard to the equalization of educational opportunity. 
The different methodologies used in the study of equalization 
were presented and several measures of fiscal capacity were identified. 
Usually only one measure of fiscal capacity was considered in these 
studies. Among these measures were personal income, assessed valuation 
and total state and local revenu.e available to local dist.ricts. For the 
purposes of this study all three of these measures will be considered. 
The ftnal section of the chapter contained a review of the equal-
ization studies which have been conducted both inter-state and intra-
state. The evidence seems to indicate that if federal aid is equalizing 
it is only slightly so. 
In Chapter III a description of federal programs and the measures 
of fiscal capacity used in this study will be presented. The research 
design and methodologies employed will also be reported. 
CHAPTER III 
DESIGN OF THE STUDY 
In this chapter the major federal programs ~i!lcluded in the study 
and methods of data collection will be described. The hypotheses to 
be tested will be stated and the statistical procedures used to test 
the hypotheses will be outlined. Because all of the elementary and uni-
fied school districts in California are being used in the study, there 
is no sampling procedure to be described. Several assumptions upon 
which the design is based will also be listed. 
The office of the state controller for California collects finan-
cial data for school districts in the state. In the report for the 
1970-71 school year ten different categories of specific federal aid 
programs are listed. 1 All remaining sources of federal funds are listed 
in an "other" column. The three major categories of federal aid are 
P1iblic Law 89 - 10, Public Law 81 - 874, and the Economic Opportunity 
Act. These three categories account for 82 per cent of the total fed-
eral aid received by California elementary and unified school districts 
and will be included as discrete categories in this study. Brief des-
criptj_ons of these three sources of funds are presented below: 
l. Publ.:!.c Law 89 - 10, Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 
-----------






This law has several titles which provide funds to local districts di-
rected toward meeting specific educational objectives, The titles and 
their specific intent are: 
a. Title I provides funds to expand and improve educational 
programs which are directed toward meeting the needs of 
educationally disadvantaged children in low income areas •1 
b. Title II provides for the purchase of school library re-
sources, textbooks and other printed instructional rna-
2 terials, 
c. Title III supports local projects which are designed to 
demonstrate innovative and exemplary models of meeting 
critical educational needs. 3 
d. Title VIII aids in development and demonstration of edu-
cation<.\1 practices which help reduce the number of chil-
dren who fail to complete their elementary and secondary 
-
d 
. . 4 
e ucat~on. 
2. PubliC: Law 81 - 874 provides school assistance in federally 
affected areas. Under this law funds are made available to districts 
for the following reasons: 
a. ~lhen the tax base is reduced through federal acquisition 
of real property. 
1u.s., Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Catalogue 
o~ Feder~l Assistance Pro~ams (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 
Office), p. 200. 
2Ibid., p. 291. 
3r 'd _?1:.-· ' p. 362. 








b. When there is a sudden and substantial incr~ase in school 
., ··-
attendance as a result of federal activities. 
c. To provide education for children residing on federal prop-
erty or whose parents are employed on federal property. 
d. Disaster assistance to replace or repair damaged or de-
t d 1 . . t f . li . . 1 s roye supp Les, equLpmen or acL. tLes. 
3. Economic Opportunity Act provides funds to local districts for 
the follol<ing programs: 
a. Headstart which provides educational, nutritional and 
social services to the preschool children of the poor, 2 
b. Follow Through which attempts to sustain and augment in 
the early primary grades the gains the children from low 
income families make in the Heads tart program. 3 
In addition to the three major sources of funds described above, 
the following categories are listed in the financial transactions for 
the state4 and were included as one category in this study: 
1. Public Law 8 7 415. 
2. Public Law 81 815: School assistance in federally affected 
areas--construction. 
3. Public Law 85 - 864: National Defense Education Act. 
4. Higher Education Facilities Act. 
5. Forest Reserve Funds. 
1 Ibid., p. 287. 
2 373. Ibid., p. 
3,:!bi<!_., p. 208. 
4Fluornoy, Financial ------ Transactions, P· 2. 
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6. Veterans Education. 
7. Vocational Education Act. 
8. Other. 
!lata Collection ---
In the school year ending June 30, 1971 there were a total of 712 
eleutentary and 240 unified school districts f01·- ,;;hich financial trans-
,... ...,.._.., __ ~ .. .,.....,.,.,... .,. .,...,...,..f-ori 1 
d.'-.L...l.vui> we.~..~ ... er'.._................... For each of these distr:i.cts the following in-
formation was collected from the tables of the Annual Repor!_ of Financial. 
1. Assessed valuation. 
2.. Average Daily Attend8nce (ADA). 
3. Federal Aid. 
(5 Total scho~l district re·vcnue from state and local sources. 
The amount of assessed valuation ~?as divided by the .s.ver.age daily 
atte.nda.nce to obtain the assesSed v.;~.luation per. pupil in average daily 
attendance. 111is is the fi.rat measure of a district 1 s fiscal capacity 
used in the study. 
School district revenue data from state and loc.al sources were 
collected by adding the total of state, county and local funds avail-
a.ble to the general fund of school d1.stricts. This sum was then divided 
by ·the district t s average da:i.ly attendance to o·btain the state and loc.al 
revenue per pupil in average daily attendance. This is the second meas-
ure of the d1.strict's fiscal capacity used in the study. 
J..Ib. ' 
-·~·, p. IX. 
2Ibid., pp. 7-20 and 28-32. 
31. 
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In colle.cting the federal aid data, funds from the three major 
categories, PL 89 - 10, PL 81 - 874 and the Economic Opportunity Act, 
~ere treated as discrete categories. All the remaining funds were added 
together to form a category of "other federal aid". The total amount 
of federal aid from all sources was also collected. Each of the five 
amounts, PL 89 - 10, PL 81 - 874, Economic Opportunity Act, other fed-
eral. aid, and total federal aid, was then divided by the district 1 s 
ADA to give the amount of federal aid per pupil in average daily atten-
dance received by each district. 
Personal income data were collected from a publication of the 
National Educational Finance Project (NEFP), Personal Income_ Qy_ School_ 
!Jist:_J:ict.s in _!he .!P.i.t~9_ States •1 In developing this information, ad-
justed gross personal income was computed from the tax returns (Forms 
1040 and lO!;OA) filed by individual income taxpayers during the calendar 
year 1967. 2 Each tax return was identified by zip code numbers which 
enabled the computation of total income. by zip code area.. Each local 
school district was identified by zip code areas to enable the calcu-
· lation of total adjusted gross personal income for the district. This 
total amount of personal income per district was divided by the total 
number of pupils enrolled in the district 1 s schools on or about October 1, 
1968. 3 This figure, the adjusted gross personal income per pupil en-
rolled, >vas reported for every school district. 
1De1-my Stcl.lar and Gerald Doardman, · Personal_!~ Qy_ School Dis-
tric_ts j,'='· .l:lli'. Qnite<! States (Gainesville: National Educational Finance 
Proj2ct, 1971), pp. 21-40. 
2Ib'. __ .2E.·' pp. A27-428. 
3~_bid. ' p. 446. 
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To arrive at the third measure of fiscal capacity used in this 
study, adjusted gross income per ADA, it was necessary to transform 
the data reported by the NEFP. For each California school district in-
eluded in the study the adjusted gross income per pupi.l enrolled was 
;:;---
multiplied by the total number of pupils to derive the total adjusted 
gross personal income for the school district. This total was then 
divided by the average daily attendance (ADA) as reported in Financial 
Transactions ).9_70-71. By this means the adjusted gross income per pupil 
in average daily attendance, which is the third measure of fisc.al capac-
ity used in this study, was computed. 
!!lEo theses 
1. There is no significant relationship between the various 
sources of federal funds and ·assessed valuaticn per pupil in average 
--
~ 
daily att.endance in California elementary school districts. 
2. There is no significant relationship between the various 
sources of federal funds and state and local revenue available per 
pupil in average daily attendance. in California elementary school dis-
tricts. 
3. · There is no significant relationship between the various 
sources of federal funds and adjusted gross personal income per pupil 
in average daily attendance in California elementary school districts.· 
4. There is no significant relationship between the various 
sources of federal funds and assessed valuation per pupil in average 
daily attendance in California unHied school districts. 
5. 'rhere is no significant relationship between the. various 
sources of federal funds ar.d state and local revenue available per 
pupil in average daily attendance in California unified school di-stricts. 
6. There is no significant realtionship between the various 
sources of federal funds and adjusted gross personal income per pupil in 
average daily attendance in California unified school districts . 
. In addition to the above hypotheses, the following ancillary 
questions '"ere investigated. 
1. What is the relationship between assessed property valuation 
per pupil in ADA and total state and local revenue per pupil in ADA? 
2. What is the relationship between assessed property valuation 
per pupil in ADA and adjusted gross personal income per pupil in ADA? 
3. "Jl1.at is the relationship betv1een adjusted gross personal in-
come per pupil in ADA and total state and local revenue per pupil in 
ADA? 
The hypotheses were tested by computing a Pearson product-moment 
correlation coefficient to show the relationship between the various 
categories of federal aid and each of the three measures of fiscal 
capacity. Because the data were collected for the population and no 
sampling was involved, tests of statistical significance were considered 
inappropr:l.ate. Instead, levels of educational significance were arbi-
' trarily set._.. In setting levels of educational significance the meaning 
of correlation coefficients was carefully considered. The square of the 
coefficient indicates the per cent of the variance shared by two distri-
butions. 2 In the case of this study the two distributions were federal 
1David J. Fox, The Research Process in Education (New York: Holt, 
Rinehart and Winston, Inc··., 1969) ,p:-224·.- ----
2··b "d 
1:_._!_· ' p. 219. 
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aid and fiscal capacity. As an example, the square of a correlation 
coefficient of .50 is .25. In other words, a correlation of .50 ac-
counts for 25 per cent of the variance between two distributions. 
For purposes of this study, correlations smaller than .20, which 
accounts for only 4 per cent of the variance, were considered not sig-
nificant. Correlations of ,20 to .50 indicated a slight relationship; 
correlations between .50 and • 70, which accounts for 49 per cent of the 
variance, indicated a moderate relationship; and those between .70 and 
.81, which aecounts for approximately two-thirds of the variance, in-
dicated a strong relationship. Correlations above .81 indicated a very 
strong relationship. These data are presented in Table 1. 
TABLE 1 
STRENGTH OF CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
USED IN THIS STUDY 
Coefficients Amount of Variance Strength of 
of at Least Accounted for Relationship 
.20 4% Slight 
.so 25% l1oderate 
.70 49% Strong 
.81 66% Very Strong 
A negative correlation implies that poor districts received more 
federal· aid per ADA than wealthy districts. Therefore, negative corre-
lations indicate equalizing tendencies. A positive correlation implies 
that wealthy districts received more federal aid per ADA than poor dis-





The nature of the data collected require that certain assumptions 
be listed upon which the procedures of the study were based. 
1. It was assumed that the data reported by the various school 
districts were accurate. 
2. There is ,a question of the relevancy of income data collected 
in 1967 to the school district data collected for the 1970-71 school 
year. The assumption vms that relative income had not changed in the 
intervening years. 
3. The method of collecting income data for school districts may 
cast some doubt as to accuracy. The assumption ••as that the total per-
sonal income reported for a school district .vas reasonably accurate. 
l 
4. Income data were not reported for 38 districts. These dis-
tricts were eliminated when correlations between federal aid and fiscal 
capacity were computed. The lack of these data may have had a slight 
effect on the coefficient reported. It was assumed, ho.vever, that the 
effect would be so small that the interpretation of the results would 
remain unchanged. 
Summary 
The methods used in determining the equalizing effects of federal 
aid in California has been outlined in this chapter. A brief description 
of the three major federal programs and a list of the other programs 
included in the study were presented. The method of data collection was 
described in some detail as well as the manipulation which was necessary 
to derive the personal income for the school districts. 
Six hypotheses to be tested were listed in null form and three 
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ancillary questions were stated. A brief outline of the statistical 
c 
procedures and the rationale for the levels of significance that were 
.employed in tfle study were presented. Finally, several assumptions 
upon which the. procedures are based were listed. 
..,--
In Chapter Four the data and the results of the statistical pro-





PRESENTATION OF DATA 
In this chapter the data collected for the study will be presented. 
Information regarding average daily attendance, the three measures of 
fiscal capacity and five categories of federal aid will be given. Corre-
lations between each measure of fiscal capacity and the five categories 
of federal aid will be presented along with correlations between the 
measures of fiscal capacit:y. Data for elementary school districts will 
be presented first followed by·that for the unified districts. The final 
section will be a summary of the chapter. 
Elementary Districts 
Data from 681 California elementary districts were collected. Com-
plete data for 31 elementary school districts were not available. A 
list of the elementary districts and the data collected for each is pre-· 
sented in the appendices. 
The largest elementary school district was Cupertino which had an 
average daily attendance of 23,429, while the smallest elementary district 
was Emigrant Gap which had an average daily attendance of 6. The median 
di.strict average daily attendance was 382 and the mean average daily 
attendance was 1535. 
The first measure of school district fiscal capacity used in this 
study was assessed valuation per pupil in ·average daily attendance (AV /PJJA). 
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The elementary school district with the largest assessed valuation per 
pupil in ADA was McKittrick, which had $1,088,434 of assessed valuation 
,per pupil in ADA. The district with the smallest was Reservation with 
$78 of assessed valuation per pupil in ADA. The median assessed valua-
tion per pupil in ADA was $20,836 and the mean assessed valuation per 
pupil in ADA >las $41,852. 
~---- -~----·--·--' 
The second measure of school district fiscal capacity used in this 
study was total state and local revenue per pupil in average daily atten--
dance (SL/ADA) that was available to the general fund of school dis-
tricts. McKittrick Elementary School District had the highest state 
and local revenue per pupil in ADA with $4,304 while Southside EJ.emen-
tary School District had the least with $373. The median state and 
local revenue per pupil in ADA for elementary schools was $721 while 
the mean was $S59. 
The third measure of school district fiscal capacity used in this 
study was adjusted gross personal income per pupil in average daily at-
tendance (AGPI/ADA). Spencer Valley Elementary School District had the 
highest adjusted gross personal income per pupil in ADA with $90,372, 
while Houghton-Kearney Elementary School District had the lowest with 
$1,129. The median adjusted gross personal income per pupil in ADA was 
$8,350 while the mean was $13,082. 
A summary of the measures of fiscal capacity for California ele-
mentary school districts is shown in Table 2, 
'rABLE 2 
CALIFORNIA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
MEASURES OF FISCAL CAPACITY 
Measure of .Largest Smallest Median 
Fiscal Capacity per ADA per ADA per ADA 
Assessed Valuation $1,088,434 $ 78 $20,836 
State & Local Income 4,304 373 721 
Adjusted Gross 
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The first category of federal aid used in this study was revenue 
from Public Law 81 - 874 which provides school assistance in federally 
affected areas. A total of 250 elementary districts received funds made 
available through Public Law 81 - 874, while 431 elementary districts 
received no funds from this source. China Lake Elementary School Dis-
trict received the lar·gest amount with $355.37 per pupil in ADA while 
Millbrae Elementary School District received the least with $.15 per 
pupil in ADA. The median amount received was $14.41. 
The second category of federal aid used in this study was revenue 
derived from Public Law 89 - 10, the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, A total of 429 California elementary school districts received 
funds mHde available by Public Lavr 89 - 10, while 252 elementary dis-
tricts received no funds from this source. Trinidad Elementary School · 
District received the largest amount vrith $178.46 per pupil in ADA vrhile 
Cinnabar received the smallest amount vrith $, 01 per pupil in ADA. The 
median amount rec.eived vras $15.34. 
The third category of federal aid used in this study vras revenue 
provided by the Economic Opportunity Act (EOA). A total of 48 California 
elementary school districts received funds made available by. the Economic 
40 
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Opportunity Act while 633 elementary districts received no funds from 
thi.s source. Reservation Elementary School Distri.ct :received the largest 
, amount with $1,008.25 per pupil 'in ADA while Westmoreland Elementary 
School District recei.ved the smallest amount wi.th $.05 per pupil i.n ADA. 
c-, 
The median amount recei.ved was $8.42 per pupi.l in ADA. 
Federal aid provided to school distri.cts fEom sources other than 
the three previously named were classified as "Other Federal Aid" which 
is the fourth category of federal aid used in this study. A total of 
426 California , elementary school di.stricts received federal aid from 
this category while 255 districts did not recei.ve funds from this source. 
Maple Creek Elementary School District received the largest amount with 
$1, t,68. 00 per pupil in ADA, while Alum Rock Elementary School District 
received the smallest amount with $.04 per pupi.l in ADA. The, median 
amount received was $11.56 per pupil in ADA. 
The fifth category of federal aid used in this study was Total 
Federal Aid which was available to the general, fund of California school 
districts. This is the sum of the four categories, PL 81 ~ 874, PL 89 - 10, 
EOA, and Other Federal Aid. A total of 578 Californi.a elementary school 
distri.cts received federal aid from one or more sources while 103 districts 
received no federal aid. Of those districts benefiting from federal funds, 
Maple Creek Elementary School District, received the largest amount of fed-
eral aid from combined sources with $1,468.00 per pupil in ADA while 
Freshwater Elementary School Distri.ct received the smallest amount with 
$.16 per pupil in ADA. The median amount received was $40.01. 
A summary of federal aid available to the general fund of California 




FEDERAL AID TO ELEMENTA.RY DISTRICTS 
Category of Districts Districts not Largest Smallest Median 
Federal Aid Receiving Funds Receiving Funds Per ADA Per ADA Per ADA 
81-874 250 431 $ 355.37 $.15 $ 4.41 
89-10 429 252 - 178.46 .01 15.39 
EOA 48 633 1,008.25 .05 8.42 
Other 426 255 1,468 .. 00 .04 " « .L.L.JU 
Total Federal 
Aid 578 103 1,468.00 .16 40.01 
Each category of federal aid was compared with each of the three 
measures of fiscal capacity to detennine the d2.gree to which it tends to 
be equalizing among California elementary school districts. A Pearson 
product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to indicate the cor-
relation between federal a:Ld and fiscal capacity. Levels of significance 
wer.e established to show the strength of relationship. A Pearson r of 
. 
at least .20 indicated a slight relationship, a.t least .50 indicated a 
moderate relationship, at least .70 indicated a strong relationship and 
an r of at least .81 indicated a very strong relationship. Negative cor-
relations indicated equalizing tendencies while positive correlations 
indicated dis equalizing tendencies. 
)!ypothesis 1: There is no significant relationship bet<Jeen the 
various sources of federal funds and assessed valuation per pupil in 
average daily attendance in California elementary school districts. The 
correlation between_ assessed valuation per P!lPil in average daily atten-
dance (AV/ADA) and funds from Public Law 81 - 874 was ··.08; between 
AV/ADA and funds from Public Law 89 - 10 was -.17; between P..V/ADA and 
funds from the Economic Opportunity Act 1vas -. 03; bet,;e.en AV /ADA and 
funds from Other Federal Aid ,;as .06; and bet,;een AV/ADA and Total Fed-
eral Funds ,;as -.02. None of these correlation coefficients ,;ere as 
high as .20 which ,;as necessary to sho,; a significant relationship. 
Because of this, hypothesis 1 was accepted. 
Hypothesis 2: There is no significant relationship between the 
various sources of federal funds and state and local revenue available 
per pupil in average daily attendance in California elementary school 
districts. The correlation between total state and local revenue per 
pupil in average daily attendance (SL/ADA) and funds from Public Law 
81 - 874 was -.11; between SL/ADA and funds from Public Law 89 - 10 was 
-.18; between SL/ADA and funds from the Economic Opportunity Act was 
.01; between SL/ADA and Other Federal Aid was .001; and between SL/ADA 
and Total Federal Aid was -.07. None of these correlation coefficients 
were as high as .20 which was necessary to show a significant relation-
ship. Because of this, hypothesis 2 was accepted. 
Hypothesis 3: There is .no significant relationship between the 
various sources of federal funds and adjusted gross personal income per 
pupil in average daily attendance in California elementary school dis-
tricts. The correlation between adjusted gross personal income per 
pupil in average daily attendance (AGPI/ADA) and funds from Public Law 
81 - 874 was -.01; between AGPI/ADA and funds from Public Law 89 - 10 
was -.07; between AGPI/ADA and funds from the Economic Opportunity Act 
was -.01; between AGPI/ADA and Other Federal Aid was .02; between 
AGPI/ADA and Total Federal Aid was -.002. None of these correlation 
coefficients were as high as .20 which was necessary to show a signifi-





A summary of the correlations between the three measures of fiscal 
capacity and the five categories of federal aid for California elemen-
tary school districts is shown in Table 4. 
TABLE 4 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FEDERAL AID AND FISCAL 
CAPACITY FOR ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 
Fiscal Capacity 81-874 89-10 EOA Other 
AV/ADA -.08 -.17 -.03 .06 
SL/ADA -.11 -.18 .01 .001 
AGPI/ADA -.01 -.07 -.01 .02 






eral aid and fiscal capacity, coefficients were computed between the 
three measures of fiscal capacity to respond to the ancillary questions. 
The correlation between assessed valuation and state. and local revenue 
was .80. The correlation between assessed valuation and adjusted gross 
personal income was .16 and the correlation bet1-1een adjusted gross per---
sonal income and state and local revenue was .19. This would indicate 
a strong relationship between assessed valuation and total state and 
local revenue available to school districts, but no significant rela-
tionship bet<Jeen adjusted grass personal income and either assessed 
valuation or total state and local revenue. A correlational matrix shaw-
ing this information is shown in Table 5. 
TABLE 5 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MEASURES OF FISCAL CAPACITY 
FOR CALIFORNIA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
AV/ADA SL/ADA AGPI/ADA 
AV/ADA .80 .16 
SL/ADA .80 .19 





Datafrom 233 California unified school districts were collected. 
Complete data for 7 unified school districts were not available. A 
list of unified districts and data collected for each is presented in 
the appendix. 
The largest unified district was Los Angeles which had an average 
daily attendance of 691,432, while the smallest unified school district 
was Alpine with. an average daily attendance of 114. The median dis-
trict average daily attendance was 4,445 and the mean average daily atten-
dance was 12,790. 
The .first measure of school district fiscal capacity used in this 
study was assessed valuation per pupil in average daily attendance 
(AV /ADA). The unified school district with the largest assessed valua-
tion per pupil in ADA was Emery which had $97,254 of assessed valuation 
per pupil in· ADA while the district. with the smallest was Travis with. 
$1,974 of assessed valuation per pupil in ADA. The median assessed 
valuation per pupil in ADA was $12,600 and the mean assessed valuation 
per pupil in ADA was $16,271. 
The second measure of school district fiscal capacity used in this 
study was total state and local revenue per pupil in average daily at-
tendance (SL/ADA) that was available to the general fund of school dis-
tricts: The unified school district with the largest amount of state 
and local revenue per pupil in ADA was Emery with $2,610, while Muroc 
had the least with $530. The median state and local revenue per pupil 
in ADA was $812, while the meai1 was $886. 
The third measure of school district fiscal capacity used in this 








tendance (AGPI/ADA). The unified school district with the highest ad-
justed gross personal income per pupi.l in ADA was Beverly Hills with 
$69,753, while ABC Unified had the lowest with $2,445. The median ad-
justed gross personal income per pupil in ADA was $8,184, while the 
mean was $9,717. 
A summary of the measures of fisc.al capacity for California uni-






CALIFORNIA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
MEASURES OF FISCAL CAPACITY 
Largest Smallest Median 
$97,254 $1,974 $12,600 
2,610 530 812 





The first category of federal aid used in this study was revenue 
from Public Law 81 - 874 which provides school assistance in federally 
affected areas. A total·of 135 California m1ified school distri.cts re-
ceived fllilds made available through Public Law 81 - 874, while 98 =i-
fied school districts received no fm1ds from this source. Travis Uni-
fied School District received the largest amount with $406.55 per pupil 
in ADA while Hilmar Unified School Dlstrict received the least with 
$.67 per pupirl:n-ADA. The median amount received was $10.78. 
The second category of federal aid used in this study was revenue 
provided by Public Law 89 - 10, the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act. A total of 214 California unified school districts received funds 




no funds from this source. Corcoran Co. 54 Unified School District re-
ceived the largest amount with $13L 61 per pupil in AJJA while Cabrillo 
~-------
Unified School District received the least amount with $.01, per pupil in 
ADA. The median amount received was $19.6?1. 
r=--
The third category of federal aid used in this study was revenue 
provided by the Economic Opportunity Act (EOA). A total of 68 California 
unified school districts received funds made available by the Economic 
Opportunity Act while 165 unified districts received no funds from this 
source. Cutler-Orosi Co. 10 Unified School District received the largest 
amount with $13 7, 86 per. pupil in ADA while Kelseyville Unifie.d School 
District received the smallest amount with $.03 per pupil in AJJA. The 
median amount received was $3.90. 
Federal aid provided to school districts from sources other than 
the three previously named were classified. as "Other Federal Aid" which 
is the fourth category o.f federal aid used in this study. A total of 
225 California unified school districts received federal aid from this 
category while 8 unified school districts received no funds from this 
source. Alpine Unified School District received the largest amount with 
$939.69 per pupil in ADA, while River Delta Co. 48-57 Unified School 
District received the smallest amount with $. 70 per pupil in ADA. The 
median amount received was $7.13 • 
• 
The fifth category of federal aid used in this study was Total 
Federal Aid available to the general fund of California school districts. 
This is the sum of the four categories, PL 81 - 874, PL 89 - 10, EOA, 
and Other Federal Aid. All of the unified school districts included in 
this study received federal aid from one or more sources. Alpine Uni-
fied School District received the largest amount of federal aid from 
48 
combined sourc.es with $1,051,. 58 per pupil in ADA, while Desert Center 
Unified School District received the smallest amount with $. 36 per pu-
;,--~-"--
pil in ADA. The median amount received was $43.30. 
· A summary of federal aid available to the general fund of 
c-
California unified school districts for the 1970-71 school year is 
shown in Table 7. 
TABLE 7 
FEDERAL AID TO UNIFIED DISTRICTS 
Categories of Districts Districts not Largest Smallest Ned ian 
Federal Aid Receiving Funds Receiving Funds Per ADA Per ADA Per ADA 
81-874 135 98 $ 406.55 $.67 $10.78 
89-10 214 19 131.61 .04 19.64 
EOA 68 165 137.86 .03 3. 90 
Other 225 8 939. 69 .70 7.13 
Total 233 0 1,054.58 .36 43.30 
Each category of federal aid was compared with each of the three 
measures of fiscal capacity to determine the degree to which it tends to 
be equalizing among California unified school districts. A Pearson 
product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to indicate the cor-
·relation between federal aid and fiscal capacity. Levels of signifi-
cance were established to show the strength of relationship. A Pearson 
r of at least .20 indicated a slight relationship, at least .50 indicated 
a moderate relationship, at least • 70 indicated a strong relationship 
and an r of at least .81 indicated a very strong relationship. Negative 
correlations indicated equalizing tendencies while. positive correlations 
indicated disequalizing tendencies. 
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Hypothesis 4: There is no significant relationship between the 
c 
various sources of federal funds and assessed valuationper pupil in 
average daily attendance in California unified school districts. The 
correlation between assessed valuation per pupil in average daily at-
tendance (AV/ADA) and funds from Public Law 81 - 874 was -.10; between 
AV/ADA and fl.mds from Public Law 89 - 10 was -.08; between AV/PJ)A and 
funds from the Economic Opportunity Act was -.13; between AV/AJ)A and 
funds from Other Federal Aid was .28; and between AV/ADA and Total 
Federal Aid was .15. 
The correlation between AV/ADA and Other Federal Aid was the only 
one that was as high as .20 which was necessary to show a significant 
relationship. Because this correlation was positive it indicates that 
Other Federal Aid tends to be slightly disequalizing when assessed 
valuati.on per AJ)A i8 used as a measure of fiscal capacity in California 
unified school districts. Hypothesis 4 was accepted with regard to the 
relationship between AV/AJ)A and four categories of federal aid--PL 81 -
874, PL 89 - 10, EOA, and Total Federal Aid. It was rejected with re-
gard to the relationship between AV / AJ)A and Other Federal Aid. 
Hypothesis 5: There is no significant relationship between the 
various sources of federal funds and state and local revenue available 
per pupil . in average daily attendance in California tmified school dis-· 
tricts. The. correlation between state and local revenue per pupil in 
average daily attendance (SL/AJ)A) and funds from Public Law 81 - 874 
was -.17; between SL/ AJ)A and fnnds from Public Law 89 - 10 was . 001; 
between SL/ADA and funds frorn the Economic Opportunity Act was -.09; 
between SL/AJ)A and Other Federal Aid was -.01; ancl between SL/ADA and 
Total Federal Aid was -.09. None of these correlation coefficients were 
as high as .20 which was necessary to show a significant relationship. 
Because of this, hypothesis 5 was accepted. 
Hypothesis 6: There is no significant relationship between the 
various sources of federal funds and adjusted gross personal income per 
pupil in average daily attendance in California unified school districts. 
The correlation between adjusted gross personal income per pupil in aver-· 
age daily attendance (AGPI/ADA) and funds from Public Law 81 - 874 was 
-.13; between AGPI/ADA and funds from Public Law 89 - 10 was -.14; be-
tween AGPI/ADA and funds from the Economic Opportunity Act was -.10; 
between AGPI/ADA and Other Federal Aid was -.06; and between AGPI/ADA 
and Total Federal Aid was -.15. None of these correlation coefficients 
were as high as .20 "hich "as necessary to show a signific.ant relation-
ship. Bec.ause of this, hypothesis 6, was accepted. 
A summary of the correlations bet••een the three measures. of fiscal 
capacity and the five categories of federal aid for California unified 
sc.hool districts is shown in Table 8. 
TABLE 8 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FEDERAL AID AND FISCAL 
CAPACITY FOR UNIFIED DISTRICTS 
Fiscal Capacity 81-874 89-10 EOA 
AV/ADA -.10 -.08 -.13 
' 
SL/ADA -.17 .001 -.09 





In addition to the correlations which were computed between federal 
aid and fiscal capacity, coefficients were computed between the three 




correlation between assessed valuation and state and local revenue was 
.84. The correlation between assessed valuation and adjusted gross 
personal income was . 24 and between adjusted gross personal income and 
state and local revenue was .30. This would indicate a very strong 
relationship between assessed valuation and total state and local rev-
enue and only a. slight relationship bet:veen adjusted gross personal in-· 
come and the other two measures of fiscal capacity. A correlational 
matrix showing this information for California unified school districts 
is found in Table 9. 
TABLE 9 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MEASURES OF FISCAL CAPACITY 
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In this chapter the data for both elementary and unified school 
districts have been presented. This included attendance information as 
well as data concerning the three measures of fiscal capacity and the 
five c~tegories of federal aid. The relationship between fiscal capac-
ity and federal aid was shown by a Pearson product-moment correlation 
coefficient. 
The highest correlations for elementary districts were between 
·funds from Public Law 89 - 10 and two of the measures of fiscal capacity--· 
assessed valuations per ADA and state and local revenue per ADA. Neither 
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of these, however, was high enough to be considered significant. For 
unified school districts the correlation between Other Federal Aid and 
assessed valuation was .28 which shows a slight relationship. Since 
this is a positive correlation it indicates a disequalizing tende.ncy. 
None of the other correlations were high enough to be considered signi-
ficant. 
The relationship between the three measures of fiscal capacity was 
' also reported. There was a high correlation between assessed valuation 
per ADA and state and local revenue per ADA in both elementary and uni-
fied school districts, .Adjusted gross personal income per ADA was not 
highly correlated with either of the other measures of fiscal capacity 
although the relationship was stronger in unified districts than it 
was in the elementary districts. 
In Chapter Five conclusions >•ill be .. drawn from the data presented. 
Recommendations will be made regarding federal aid to California school 






SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS A~~ RECOMMENDATIONS 
In this chapter a sUJmnary of the study will be presented and th~ 
data presented in Chapter IV will be analyzed. This will be followed 
by conclusions drawn from the analysis and recommendations for further 
study. 
Summary 
The purpose of the study was to provide information .;:regarding the 
degree to which federal funds tend to· equalize the dispari'ties in fiscal F---.. 
capacity among California school districts. The problem of inequities 
in financing education was first pointed out by Sears and Cubberley more 
than fifty years ago, The California supreme court added impetus to 
the situation when it declared in the Serrano v. Priest decision that 
the quality of a child 1 s education could not be dependent upon the wealth 
of the district in which he lives. This decision required that the state 
legislature consider a more equitable system of finance for California 
public schools. Therefore it was important that the role of federal a:!.d 
' in equalizing the current disparities be considered.-
There have been several studies of the equalizing effects of fed-
eral aid both between states and within states. In cases where federal 
aid has tended to be equalizing, it was generally only slightly so. 
Many writers, as well as national leaders, have predicted an expanded 
role of federal funds in education; and this underscores the importance 
5l~ 
of determining the impact of these funds in dispelling current inequ.i-
ties. 
Three different measures of school district fiscal capacity were 
used--assessed valuation, total· state and local revenue available to 
..,-
school districts, and adjusted gross .personal income. Use. of three 
different measures of fiscal capa.c.ity provided the opportunity for a 
much more detaile.d analysis of the impact of a program of federal aid 
than if only one measure were used. For example, use of adjusted gross 
personal income provided some insight into the impac.t of ;federal pro-
grams designed to aid poverty areas while use of assessed valuation pro-
vided insight into the impact of programs which vrere designed to aid 
districts with declining property tax roles. 
Federal aid provided to local school districts was grouped into 
five different categories. Three sped.fic categories were used--Public 
. Law 89 10 >;hich is the Elementary and Secondary Education.Act, Public 
Law 81 - 874 which provides aid to· school districts affected by federal 
installations and the Economic Opportunity Act which provides funds to 
districts with a high proportion of low-income families. Funds from all 
other sources, which were programs too small to be considered individ-
ual.ly, were grouped into a fourth category of "Other Federal Aid". The 
total funds from all four categories made up a fifth category of "Total 
Federal AieL" Thus the impact of the three major federal programs in 
California were studied as well as the impact of total federal aid. 
Each category of federal aid was compared with each measure o.f 
fiscal capacity by means of a Pearson product-moment correlation coef-
ficient. Because the data were·collected for the population and no sam-
pling wae invohred, tests of statistical significance were considered 
inappropriate. Instead, levels of educational significance were set 
which allowed a more meaningful interpretation of the results. Carre-
lations smaller than .20 were considered not significant. Correlations 
of • 20 to . 50 indicated a slight relationship; correlations between .50 
and • 70 indicated a moderate relationship; those between • 70 and • 81 in-
dica.ted a strong relationship; and correlations above .81 indicated a 
very strong relationship. Negative correlations indicated equalizing 
tendencies. while positive correlations indicated disequalizing tendencies. 
Federal Aid Programs ----
The central focus of this study was· to determine the impact of 
federal aid in overcoming the disparities in fiscal capacity among 
school districts in California. An examin&t:i.on of the variations which 
exist in the. amount of federal funds available to local school districts 
and the number of districts rc;c.eiving funds gives some indication of 
the potential for equalization of federal aid programs. 
The fj_rst category of federal aid used in this study was Public 
Law 81 - 874 which provides funds to school districts affected by fed-
eral installations. Districts with a reduced tax base because of the 
federal acquisition of real property or those distriets '"ith a large 
increase in school attendance as a result o£ federal activity qualify 
for this type of federal aid. Revenue from Public Law 81 - 874 ranged 
from a low of $.15 per pupil to a high of $355.37 per pupil in elementary 
districts, and a low of $. 6 7 per pupil to a high of $406.55 per pupil in 
unified districts. 37 per cent of the elementary districts received 
i 
funds from Public La>v 81 - 874, while 58 per cent of the unified dis-





The second category of federal aj.d used in this study was Public 
Law 89 - 10 which is the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. A rna-
jor portion of the funds made available by this act go to districts 
with programs for educationally disadvantaged children in low income 
areas. Revenue from Public Law 89 - 10 ranged from a low of $.01 per 
pupil to a high of $178.46 per pupil in. elementary schools, and a low 
of $.04 per pupil to a high of $131.61 per pupil in unified districts. 
63 per cent of elementary districts and 92 per cent of unified districts 
received funds from this source. While there is a wider range in the 
amount of funds per pupil paid to districts from Public Law 81 - 874, 
there is a much higher percentage of districts that· receive funds app:w-
priated by Public Law 89 ~ 10. 
The third category of federal aid used in this study was the 
Economic Opportunity Act (EOA) which provided funds to local districts 
for Headstart and F0llovJ Through. These programs were developed to 
meet the educational needs of young. children from low-income families. 
Revenue from the Economic Opportunity Act ranged from a low of $.05 per 
pupil to a high of $1,008.25 per pupil in elementary districts and a 
lm• of $.03 per pupil to a high of $137.86 per pupil in the unified dl.s-
tricts. Only 7 per cent of-the elementary districts and 29 per cent of 
the unified districts received aid from this source. Thus funds from 
EOA reached a much smaller number of school districts in California than 
either Public Law 81 .., 874 or 89 - 10, although the range in amount per 
pupil was much larger in elementary districts. 
The fourth category of J;ederal aid used in this study was funds 
from all federal sources other than Public LaH 81 - 874, Public Law 
89 - 10 or the Economic Opportunity Act. These were classified as "Other 
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Federal Aid". Revenue from this category ranged from a low of $.04 per 
pupil to a high of $1,468.00 per pupil in elementary districts and from 
a low of $.70 per pupil to a high of $939.69 per pupil in the unified 
districts. 63 per cent of the elementary districts and 97 per cent of 
;o;--
the unified districts received funds from sources classified as Other 
Federal Aid. 
The fifth category of federal aid used in the study was Total 
Federal Aid which Has the sum of the four categories Public Law 81 -
874, Public Law 89 - 10, the Economic Opportunity Act, and Other Fed-
eral Aid. Revenue from Total Federal Aid ranged from a low of $.16 to 
a high of $1,468.00 in elementary districts and from a low of $.36 to 
a high of $1,054.58 in the unified districts. 85 per cent of the elemen-
tary districts and 100 per cent of the uni.fied districts included in the 
study received federal aid from at least one of the categories included 
in the study. 
In the review of the literature it was noted that there is wide 
support for a federal tole in equaliz.ing disparities in fiscal capacity 
both among states and among local districts within the states. The 
large percentage· of school districts receivi.ng federal aid from at least 
one category and the wj.de range. in funds per pupil indicate the potential 
for equalization that federal aid has among California school districts. 
While funds from Public Law 81 - 874 and the Economic Opportunity Act 
reach a much smaller number of school districts than funds from the other 
categories, they still could function as equalizing agents if most rev-
enue went to districts with a low fiscal capacity, The other two cate-
· goriHs--PubHc Law 89 - 10 and OthHr FHderal Aid--rHach a much higher 
proportion of school districts and, other things being equal, have a 
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higher potential for .equalization. Total Federal Aid, which reaches 
all unified school districts and 85 per cent of the elementary districts, 
provides high potential for equalization. These findings tend to sup-
port the concept of federal aid in an equalization role as pointed out 
in the review of the literature. 
Fiscal Capacity 
A revie';·l of the literature and research indicated that wide varia-
tions in the fiscal capacity of local school districts in California as 
well as other parts of the United States have long existed. The data 
collected for the 1970-71 school year confirmed that this situation had 
not yet been ameliorated among California school districts. Assessed 
valuation per pupil in average daily attendance, which was the first 
measure of fiscal capacity· used in the study, ranged from a low of $78 
per pupil to a high of $1,088,434 in elementary districts and from a low 
of $1,974 to a high of $97,254 in unified districts. It is clear that 
the tax base as reflected in assessed val~ation is unevenly distributed 
among California school districts. However, the inequities which exist 
are not so great among unified school districts as among elementary dis-
tricts. 
The_second measure of fiscal capacity used in this study was the 
total state and local revenue per pupil in average daily attendance 
available to local districts for the operation of educational programs. 
The revenue from state and local sources for elementary school districts 
ranged from a low of $373 to a high of $4,304 per pupil, and for uni-
fied districts from a low of $530 per pupil to a high of $2,610 per pu-
pil. Since this is the only source of revenue available to local dis-
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tricts, other than federal aid, there are ,d.de disparities in the; total 
funds available to finance educational programs among California school 
districts. Among the elementary school districts the district with the 
'=i=--·-' 
highest amount received eleven times as much revenue from state and 
local sources as did the district with the lowest amount. Among unified 
districts, the district with the highest amount received almost five 
times as much revenue from these sources as did the district with the 
lowest amount. It is clear that wide disparities in funds available to 
finance education exist among both elementary and unified districts 
when total state and local revenue is used as the measure of fiscal 
capacity. 
The third measure of school district fiscal capacity used in this 
study was adjusted gross personal income per pupil in average daily at-
tendance. While this is not currently a direct source of revenue to 
school districts, it could reflect potential revenue because taxes are 
paid from personal income. For elementary districts adjusted gross per-
sonal income ranged from a low of $1,129 per pupil to a high of $90,372 
per pupil. For unified districts it ranged from a low of $1,849 to a 
high of $69,753. Among the elementary districts, the district with the 
highest amount had eighty times the personal income per pupil as the 
district with the lowest amount. Among the unified districts, the dis-
trict with the highest amount had thirty-eight times the personal income 
per pupil as the district with the lowest. There is a wide variation in 
personal income among school districts in California for both the elemen-
tary and unified districts when adjusted gross income per pupil is used 
as a measure of fiscal capacity. 
' 
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It has been shown that wide disparities in fiscal capacity of 
California school districts existed in the 1970-71 school year no matter 
which of the three measures of fiscal capacity were used. This finding 
supports the premise that wide variations in fiscal capacity exist a-
mong local school districts in California as they do in other states. 
It was the variation in assessed valuation used as the basis for deter--
mining school district fiscal capacity which led to the Serrano v. Priest 
decision in which the court declared that the quality of a child's edu-
cation could not be dependent on the wealth of the locality where he 
lives. This study has reiterated the inequities of the present system 
of financing education in the state of California, pointed up the need 
for reform in school finance, and presented the potential impact of fed-
eral funds in ameliorating these inequities. 
Although there were wide variations in fiscal capacity, the dis-
parities were much less among unified districts for every.measure of 
fiscal capacity. This serindipitous finding tends to lend support to 
the current move for unified school districts in California. One possi-
ble explanation for less variation among unified districts is that they 
tend to be much larger than elementary districts thus tending to balance 
pockets of extreme wealth or poverty. Grouping the large number of 
small elementary districts still in existence into unified districts 
may aid in dispelling the glaring disparities in school district wealth 
reported in this study. 
Equalizing Effects of Federal Aid 
The central focus of the study was to determine the equalizing 
effects of federal aid when three different measures of fiscal capacity 
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were considered. A Pearson product-moment correlatic:n coefficient was 
computed to show the relationship between each measur'e of fiscal capac-
ity and each of the five categories of federal aid. Negative correla-
tions indicated equalizing tendencies while positive correlations indi-
cated disequalizing tendencies. 
Assessed Valuation 
Two hypotheses were stated in null form to dea1 with the relation-
ship between assessed valuation per pupil in average daily attendance 
(AV/ADA) and federal aid. One hypothesis was stated for elementary school 
districts and the other for unified districts .. These two hypotheses were 
accepted. 
For elementary school districts, th'e highest correlation was be-
tween AV/ADA and funds froin Public Law 89- 10 which was -.17. This 
indicates that assessed valuation accounts for only 3 per cent of the 
variance of funds from Public Law 89 - 10. To show even a slight rela-
tionship, it was necessary for a correlation to be at least .20 which 
would account for 4 per cent of the variation. 
For unified districts, only one correlation was high enough to be 
significant. The correlation between AV/ADA and Other Federal Aid was 
.28 which shows a slight relationship and indicates that assessed valua-
tion accounts for 9 per cent of the variance of funds from Other Federal 
Aid. Since this was a positive correlation, a disequalizing tendency 
was indicated. All·other correlations between assessed valuation and 
federal aid for unified districts were not significant. 
No category of federal aid helped to equalize the disparities in 
assessed valuation per pupil in ADA in either elementary or unified 
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school districts. In fact, Other Fed<Oral Aid contributed to the dis-
parities in fiscal capacity for unified districts anrl is in part respon-
sible for the inequities found in unified districts :in the state of 
California. There was no significant relationship between the other 
four categories of federal aid and assessed valuation per ADA in either 
elementary or unified school districts. 
Of special concern is the lack of equalizing tendencies for funds 
from Public Law 81 - 874. The correlation with assessed valuation was 
only -.08 for elementary districts and -.17 for unified districts. Un-
der Public Law 81 - 874, one of the.main reasons revenue is made avail-
able to local districts is to ease the impact of federal acquisition of 
real property which would decrease the assessed valuation per ADA. The 
low negative correlations would tend to indicate that this purpose is 
not being carried out for either elementary or unified school districts. 
These findings tend to agree with the Perea study of the equaliz-
ing effects. of federal aid in New Mexico in which total federal aid had 
no significant relationship to assessed valuation per pupil in average 
daily membership. Wagner, however, in studying the effects of ESEA 
Title I funds, which are a major part of Public Law 89 - 10, reported 
' that these funds were equalizing in several states. However, Wagner 
used the county as the educational unit which tends to obscure many of 
the more glaring inequities among local districts. 
State and Local Revenue 
Two hypotheses were stated in null form to deal with the relation-
ship between state and local revenue available to local school districts 
and federal aid. One hypothesis was stated for elementary school dis-
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tricts and the other for unified districts. These two hypotheses were 
accepted. 
For elementary school districts the highest correlation was be-
tween state and local revenue and funds from Public Lmv 89 - 10 which 
was -.18. This indicates that state and local revenue accounts for only 
;=;-
3 per ·cent of the variance of funds from Public Law 89 - 10. To show 
even a slight relationship it was necessary for a correlation to be at 
least .20 which would account for 4 per cent of the variation. 
For unified districts the highest correlation was between state 
and local revenue and funds from Public Law 81 - 874 which was -.17. 
This indicates that state and local revenue accounts for 3 per cent of 
the variance of funds from Public Law 81 - 874. There was no signifi-
cant relationship between state and local revenue and any of the five 
categories of federal aid for either elementary or unified school dis-
tricts. 
State and local revenue represents the only source of fnnds, other 
than federal aid, that is available to local school districts to financ.e 
educational programs. Wide disparities in revenue available to finance. 
local schools already exist iri the state of California. Federal aid has 
not made a significant contribution to erasing these disparities for 
either elementary or unified school districts although it has been sug-
gested that this is one of the major purposes of federal aid. The meth-
ad of allocating federal funds currently employed is thereby helping to 
perpetuate the inequities in the present system of financing education 
in California. The lack of equalizing tendencies of federal aid tends 
to discredit the statements of William Coleman and Congressman Carl 
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Perkj.ns cited in the review of literature regarding the success of fed-
eral aid in an equalization role. 
Adjusted Gross Personal Income 
Two hypotheses were stated j_n null form to deal with the relation-
ship between adjusted gross personal income per pupil in AJJA and federal 
aid.· One hypothesis was stated for elementary school districts and the 
other for unified districts. These two hypotheses 1.;ere accepted. 
For elementary school districts the highest correlation was between 
adjusted gross personal income and funds from Public Law 89 - 10 which 
was -.07. This indicates that' personal income accounted for .5 per cent 
of the variance of funds from Public Law 89 - 10. To shov1 even a slight 
relationship it was necessary for a eorrelation to be at least . 20 which 
would accotmt fox· 4 per cent of the variation. 
For unified districts the highest correlation was between personal = 
income and total federal aid which was -,15. This indicates that per-
sonal income accounts for 2 per cent of the variation of f1mds from total 
federal aid. There was no significant relationship between adjusted 
gross personal income and any of the five categories of federal aid for 
either elementary or unified school districts. 
Of special concern was the lack of equalizing tendencies of Pub-
lie Law 89 - 10 and the Economic Opportunity Act when personal income 
is used as a measure of fiscal capacity. One of the primary purposes 
of these two la.ws was to provide funds to local districts with a high 
proportion of children from low-income families, based on the assumption 
that through improved education this cycle of poverty can- be broken. 
However, the data presented would indicate that this purpose is not being 
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carried out in California because there is no significant relationship 
between funds from either Public Law 89 - 10 or EOA and adjusted. gross 
personal income. 
These findings tend to disagree \vith those of Bedenbaugh 1 s study 
;:;-
of the equalizing effects of federal aid among the fifty states in which 
he found slight equalization when personal income was used as a measure 
of fj_scal capacity. llm>ever, the disparities are much less among states 
than within states. The findings do support Guthrie's study of local 
school districts in the state of Michigan. He reported that \vealthy 
districts tended to receive more federal dollars per pupil than poorer 
districts. Guthrie used an index of socio-economic status as a·measure 
of district wealth. 
Ancillary ~estions 
In addition to the six hypotheses, three ancillary questions re-
lating to the relationship among the measures of fiscal capacity were 
considered. The first question was: What is the relationship between 
assessed property valuation per pupil in average daily attendance and 
total state and local revenue in average daily attendance? The corre-
lation between these two measures of fiscal capacity was • 80 for elemen-
tary districts and .84 for unified districts. This would indicate a 
very strong relationship between these two. measures of fiscal capacity. 
' 
This strong relationship could be expected because local income, 
which accounts for two-thirds of the total state and local revenue, is 
almost entirely derived from tax on real property. Every school dis-
trict receives an equal amount of basic state aid per pupil which tends 
to obscure the small amount of equalization aid available. This would 
j 
account for the strong relationship between assessed valuation and state 
and local revenue available to local school districts. 
The second question was: What is. the relationship between assessed 
property valuation per pupil in average daily attendance and adjusted 
gross personal income per pupil in average daily attendance? The corre-
lation between these two measures of fiscal capacity was .16 for elemen-
tary districts and .24 for unified districts. This would indicate a 
very low relationship between the two measures. 
This finding would tend to support the claim that assessed prop-
erty valuation is not necessarily a measure of the wealth of people liv-
ing within. a district since there seems to be little relation between 
personal income and property value. Since personal income and assessed 
valuation are very different measures of fiscal capacity both should be 
used in studying the impact of federal aid progr:~ms to local districts • 
. t~·;i? 
They also should both be considered in the development of aid programs 
to equalize disparities in fiscal capacity wtdch currently exist. 
The third question was: vfuat is the relationship between adjusted 
gross personal income per pupil in average daily attendance and total 
state and local revenue per pupil in average daily attendance? The cor-
relation between these two measures of fiscal capacity was .19 for elemen-
tary districts and .30 for unified districts. This would indicate very 
low relationship between the two measures. This would tend. to disagree 
with Guthrie's findings in his study of Michigan school districts in 
which he us8d an index of socio-economic status (SES) as a measure of 
district wealth. He reported that high SES districts ha.d higher per 
pupil expenditures than low SES districts. Vlliile these measures might 
be considered. different than those used in the present study, personal 
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income is a major component of socio-economic status and per-pupil ex-
penditures is tied very closely to state and local revenue. Guthrie 
did not use correlations for his· comparisons which may account for the 
discrepancy in findings between the two studies. 
·It has been advocated that one funct~on of schools should be to 
assist children from economically deprived families to break the cycle 
of poverty. To do this would require a larger amount of money spent on 
districts with low personal income thatl in districts with high personal 
income. The low positive correlation reported between adjusted gross 
personal income and state and local revenue testify that this was not 
the case in California school districts; 
For both elementary and unified school districts there is a much 
higher correl1rtion between assessed valuati.on per AJJA and state and 
local ineome per ADA than there is between adjusted gross personal in-
come and either of those two. This would indicate that adjusted gross 
personal income is very different from the other t<lO measures. 
The high correlation between assessed valuation and state and 
local revenue would tend to discount the continued use of both measures 
of fiscal capacity in future equalization studies. Assessed valuation, 
,,•hich in the current method of finance reflects a districts potential 
to provide school revenue, has been widely accepted as a measure of 
fiscal capacity and should be used in future studies. However, state 
and local revenue, which represents actual funds available. for expendi-
ture, may not need to be used because of its close relationship with 
assessed vallli~tion. 
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It is clear that federal aid will play an expanded role in finan-
cing education in the future. Leaders in government as well as school 
finance experts agree that equalization of the disparities in fiscal 
capacity is a proper and necessary· function of federal funds that aid 
education. The purpose of this study was to study the equalizing im-
pact of federal aid in California. 
The following list of conclusions are based on the analysis of 
data for California elementary and unified school districts for the 
1970-71 school year. 
1. Federal aid from any specific source nor in total does not 
provide significant aid in the elimination of disparities in fiscal 
capacity among California elementary and ·unified school districts. 
2. The categ<>ry of "Other Federal Aid" tends to increase the dis·-
pa:.:-ities in fiscal capacity among California unified school districts 
when assessed valuation per pupil in average daily attendance is used 
as a measure of fiscal capacity. 
3. F•Jnds provided by Public Law 89 - 10 and the Economic Opper·-
tunity Act are not fulfilling one of their primary purposes--that of 
equalizing the educational opportunity of· economically deprived children 
through provision of additional revenue to local school districts • 
• 
4. Funds provided by Public Law 81 - 874 are not allocated. in a 
manner that equalizes disparities in assessed valuation per pupil in 
average daily a.ttendan<:e for either elementary or unified school dis-
t:riets in California. 
5. A much higher percentage of unified districts received fede.ral 
aid than elem,:.ntary districts. 
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6. The disparities in all three measures of fiscal capacity--
assessed valuation, state and local revenue available to school districts 
and adjusted gross personal income are greater in elementary districts 
than in unified districts. 
7. There is a strong relationship bet"een assessed valuation and 
state and local revenue but very little relationship between either of 
these measures of fiscal capacity and adjusted gross personal income. 
Recommendations for Future Study 
It is recommended that additional research be conducted to: 
1. Replicate this study as more recent data becomes available to 
look for changes in the equalizing tendencies of federal aid programs. 
2, Consider the equalizing effects of federal aid in specific 
regions of the state such as the ·San Francisco Bay Area or the Los 
Angeles Basin. 
3. Investigate intra-district equalization to consider the ef-
fects of federal aid among the various schools of a large district. 
4. Study federal aid programs that display disequalizing tenden-
cies to determine the cause of disequalization. 
5. Consider the relationship of federal aid to other measures of 
fiscal capacity such as adjusted gross personal income per family unit 
or effective buying income. These would be especially appropriate to 
measure. the effect of fuods from Public Law 89 - 10 or the Economic 
Opportunity Act. 
6. Develop current' figures for adjusted gross personal income per 
pupil in local school districts. 
7. Develop a formula which would improve the. equalization impact 
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DATA FOR CALIFORNIA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 





CODE DISTRICT NAME ADA AAV/ADA ST+LDC/AOA /,GP! /ADA 
01/0! MOU~TA!N HOUSE 35 175,507.29 953.69 7,339,20 I 
01/02 MURR.AV 5543 B,595.59 ~96.66 5,746.68 
01/03 PLEASANTON 4374 13,401.14 739.5t; .5' 6 70.10 
01/04 SUNOL GLEN 193 64~451.75 17029.07 11,993-35 
04/01 BANGOR 61 20,267.70 700.05 !1,388.85 
04/02 FEATHER FALLS 73 42,433.42 586.95 11~~6A.l~ 
04/03 GOLDEN FEATHER 117 187,092.69 1.517.85 9-trl1.54 
04/04 GR IGL EY 1399 15,163.35 625.91 7,033.63 
04/05 HO~CUT 51 19,238.82 462.49 8,020 .. 59 
04/06 MANZANITA 193 17,838.58 635.93 6 .• 950.83 
04/07 OROVILLE 2733 13,795.60 641.27 9,346.10 
04/08 PHEF-r~o 889 6,949.76 626.15 5.,818.53 
04/10 THERMALITO ll92 8,752.06 670.13 8,365.55 
05/01 MARK TWAIN 431 17,775.94 770.50 14,992,34 
05/~2 VALLECITO 59 26,339.32 1,076.81 32,952.58 
07/01 BRENTWOOD . 1040 14,879.70 735.65 5,683.80 
07/02 BYRCK 286 26,940.87 850.46 7,709.18 
07/03 CANYO'l 38 12.196.84 877.87 76,747.63 
07/04 KA!GHTSEN 287 16,576.86 666.02 8,433.)0 
07/05 l Af AYETT E 4048 18,668.11 1.0~5.09 20,180.62 
07/06 NORAGA 2510 13,494.48 828.48 79,078.17 
07/G7 OAKLEY i059 . 17,610.82 67!.96 9,493.84 
07/0B ORINDA 3271 18,496.74 1,003.55 22,097.01 
07/09 WALNUT CREEK 3993 24,043.81 1,151.68 20,051.96 
09/01 BUCKEYE 689 19,593.,73 704.97 5,604.27 
09/02 CAMI~O 428 l·Bt 577.25 699.10 1,446.28 
09/03 GEORG"TOWN DIVIDE 248 68,480,33 1.337.34 7,757.32 
09/04 GOLD OAK 361 12,185.24 636.37 10,·066.00 
09/05 GOLD TRAIL 322 13,616.52. 609.35 10,128.52 
09/D6 !~DIAN DIGGINGS 30 39,042.80 1,098.70 26rl76.00 
09/C7 LATROBE 16 86,245~44 1,241.38 1,875.50 
09/08 MOTHER LODE 813 l0,54H.ll 682.92 3,89:9.87 
09/09 NORTHSIDF. 92 50,289.28 978.29 62,987~48 
D9110 PIONEER l3lt 44,708.15 1,054.41 10,520.90 
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CODE ·oiSTR!CT NAME ADA AAV/ADA ST+LOC/AOA AGPI/ADA 
09/11 PLACERVILLE 1231 14,379.70 651.67 10,188.66 
09/12 PGLLOCK PINES 503 21,143.77 837.17 8,984.73 
09/13 RESCUE 469 19,820.30 676.72 '3,766.21 
09/14 SILVER FORK 18 209,677.06 1~369.00 20,111.50 
10/01 ALVItlA 125 12,519.50 604.62 1'1',c;24.l6 
10/il2 AMERICAN 391 18,625.86 . 622.09 4.t5T0.63 
10/03 AU6ERRY 302 26., 565.53 923.55 8,631.66 
10/04 BIG CREEK 169 317,450.25 2,554.78 12,296.36 
10/05 BIDLAPERSHING. 27 2 12,456.96 523.62 10,012.30 
10/06 BURREL 72 71' 649.36 704.25 27,134.90 
10/08 CARUTHERS 559 14,926.96 623.63 4,294.33 
10/09 CI!At.'MJAKEE 48 ll7,259el0 2,191.25 7,728.38 
10/10 CLAY CO 54 76 17~436.61 7!0.01 6,855 .. 95 
10/11 FIRE3AUGH CO 20 1043 14,273.98 687.30 6;571.57 
l0i13 FR!Ai'<T 54 27,284.30 936.74 22.033.33 
l0/i4 HELM 54 161,803.02 1,317.57' 7,495.41 
10115 HER~OON 291 21,290.21 641.&3 9,057.57 
l0/t6 HDlJGHTfJN-KEARNEY 259 19,858.33 626.17 1,129.9.2 
10/17 KERr-lAii-FLOYD 1205 9,102.10 558.31 4~569 .. 35 
10/!8 KINGSBURG COS 16-54 1274 18,162.P6 56lt.83 6,,51.31 
10/19 LAS DELTAS 70 46,909.34 1,401.60 71099.40 
10/20 MADISON 622 7,821.95 603 .. 03 6,135.30 
10/21 MCKI~LEY-ROQSEVELT 1363 5,972.81 553.28 3~401..17 
10/22 MEtlDOTA !256 18,831 .. 46 704.8~ 3,988.66 
10/23 MONROE 220 25,619.75 022.26 5~743.!18 
10/2~ ORA~CE CENTER 516 4,107.59 427.44 3,554.15 
10/25 ORO LOMA 248 48,991.16 1,030.20 s;nH.10 
10/26 PACIFIC 478 9, 973.26 569.81 6,7v-7.90 
10/27 PINE RIDGE 22 251,776.00 2,688.32 6~835 .. 91 
10/ZB RAISIN CITY 300 1.6, 616.36 511.78 3~059.20 
10/29 RIVERDALE CO 16 878 14,982.13 556.89 4,157.36 
10/30 SAN JOAQUIN 511 17,515.98. 52!.60 6;552.98 
10/31 SIERRA 176 125~236,62 1,7e2.6B 2,594.()6 
10/32 SUN-EMPIRE 523 20,510.15 639.20 5,43_8.2? 
10/33 HAGUE 500 6,490.03 607.55 8,584.11 
10/34 TRANCUILLITY 224 27,291.83 833.56 3,594.07 
10/35 WASHINGTON COLONY 428 6,714.88 534.91 4;129.92 
II llllllm~l .. 111mllil.!l I i i. ! 1:1 llll(li:llillillll 
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CODE DISTRICT NAME ADA AAV/AOA ST+LbCtADA AGPI/ADA 
10/36 \lEST PARK ~43 5,768.31 587.00 3.699.41 
10131 WESTSIDE 422 27,460.92 904,55 5,875.60 
11/01 CAPAY CO 52 162 17,704.11 568.80 7,771.81 
ll/02 HAMILTON 313 28,555.27 703.42 5,758.15 
ll/03 LAKE 49 37,465.71 763.63 5,940.14 
11/04 ORLAND CO 52 1126 16,504,94 68.'5.?.2 S,360.31 
ll/05 PLAZA 55 "56,256.91 1,107.33 8,245.87 
12/01 ARCATA 1387 l1' 7ll. 91 640.38 s ,812.17 
12/02 DIG LAGOON 38 160~007.11 1~802.16 6,418.21 
12/03 RLUE LAKE 434 18,507.83 550.96 7,201.81 
12/04 BLUFF PRAIRIE 18 49,790.00 743.83 10,097.11 
12/05 BRIDGEVILLE 49 86,683.67 609.61 10,626.61 
12/06 CUDDEB"4CK 189 20,207.30 567.07 7,296.12 
12/07 CUTTEN 489 9,322.23 625.86 2,638.65 
12/08 EUREKA ' . ~ ' 3822 16,210.86 706.41 24,096.79 
12/09 FERNOALE 518 12.366.81 594,99 7t772.0'+ 
12110 F!ELOBROOK 133 3,897.14 575.38 9,022.53 
121!1 FOqTCNA 847 13,099.85 598.84 6,094~52 
12/12 FRESHhATER 297 10; 764.28 723.79 51,501.36 
1Ul3 GARFIELD 35 90,927.71 1,128.37 14tl50~69 
12/14 GREEN POINT 23 80,121.74 lt424.70 9t213.22 
12/15 GRIZZLY HLUFF 35 16,851.43 583.80 8~!364.40 
i2fl6 HOLMES 33 25,703.94 637.76 2Q,225.76 
"12/17 HYDESVILLE 165 12.779.09 564,18 6".731. 6 7 
12118 JACOBy CREEK 316" 12.742.03 642.88 1Q~060.86 
12/19 KNEELAND 15 285,720.00 2,!46.73 48,025.60 
12/20 LOLITA 186 15,5C0.59 521.30 11,293.74 
12/21 MAPL" CREEK 10 191,118.00 1~209.40 56,439.00 
12/22 MATTOLE 30 91,982 .. 33 998.03 12,735.00 
12/23 MCKINLEYVILLE 1610 5,14'r.Ol 606,07 7,996.36 
12/24 ORICK 12'5 25.228.40. 557.92 17,670.00 
12/25 PACIFIC 422 19,110.3'4 593.86 8,511.95 
12126 "PENNINSULA 201 137,821.54 880.52 9,.005.85 
12/27 RIO DEl~ 489 6,217.75 578.84 11,925.39 
12/28 ROIINERVILLE 6U 5,877.99 527.76 9,820.61 
12/29 SCOTlA 211 36,561.37 706.69 14,335.57 
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CODE DISTRICT NAME ADA AAV/ADA 'ST+LOCIADA AGPI/AOA 
121"0 SOUTH BAY 692 23,%2.79 743.28 13,265.67 
12/31 TRINIDAD 301 10,525.78 680.92 7~441.12 
13/01 BRAWLEY 3840 6,492.1"( 543.50 6,034.?3 
13/02 EL CENTRO 4456 6,582.52 615.43 7 .. 817.88 
13/03 HEBER .321 .6,121.61t 624.12 5,69!.66 
13/04 MAG~lOLIA 99 44,335.66 999 .. 30 6,472.% 
13/05 MCCABE 276 27,28;>.05 671. oe 8,707.86 
13/06 MEADOWS 269 .11,811.54 1,152.96 11,206*45 
13/07 "-ULBERRY 89 59,033.03 1,363,33 5,316.08 
13/08 SEELEY 5~6 4,937.25 581.56 1,894,79 
13/09 WESTMORLAND 442 19,179.73 581.87 5,282,45 
14/01 BISHOP 1563 22,600,35 946.44 8,944.31 
14/02 ROUNU VALLEY 186 34,393.36 999.4e 10,797.39 
15/0l ARVIN 1362 ·10,COl.Ol 805.57 3,670.3~ 
15/02 GAKERSF!ELD 23147 6,279.72 684.75 3,226.3~ 
lS/03 BEARDSLEY 1690 13,269.24 684~33 10~703.92 
15/04 BEL~IDGE 112 240,159.11 2,041.79 9,338.48 
15/05 BLAKE 14 77,902.86 1,069.07 15~183.64 
15/06 BUENA VISTA 40 322,900.75 2,091.33 3,708.90 
15/Ql MUTTON-WILLOW 382 5Z,846.47 900.76 12 1 394.87 
15/0S CALIENTE 30 66,410.67 1,598.17 36~255.07 
15/09 CHINA LAKE 2622 491.83 610·22 9,504.91 
15/10 fJEtAnO 3216 9,766.79 661.75 51690.47 
15/11 OJ GIORGIO 153 47,191.37 1,35?..98 3,561.76 
15/12 EDISOcJ 621 11,'~04.86 691.08 4,067.40 
15/13 EL TEJON 571 43,609.46' 946.99 3,932.67 
15/14 ELK HILLS 9~ 319.788,89 2,756.96 5,229.92 
15115 FAIRFAX 1019 4,848.39 575.07 3,524.02 
15/16 FPlJ!TVt.LE 414 57.849.47 1,176.76 8,964.26 
15/17 GENERAL SHAFTER 116 40.161.90 '1,065.63 2,951.38 
15/18 GREELEY 124 27i442.5~ 1,035.92 4,141.45 
15119 GREENFIELD 3292 5,388.38 594.84 4,377.53 
15/20 INDIAN WELLS VALLEY CO 3 1852 11,022.63 708.00 9,594.50 
15/21 KER~VILLE 664 29,053.60 675.01 7,473.34 
15/22 LAKESIDE 249 95,819.76 1.335.97 4,522.02 
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CODE. DISTRICT NAME ADA AAV/ADA ST+LOC/AOA AGPi/ADA 
18/02 JANESVILlE 244 6,140. 20 494.79 7,182.89 
18/03 JOHNSTONV!llE 116 8,319.91 441.79 8,5J5.42 
18/04 LAKE 22 13,799.09 459.73 3f"H.:-l.OO 
18/05 LONG VALLEY 83 21,657.23 628.80 13,274.22 
18/06 RAVENCAL.E 8 279,246.25 859.88 1q,3J6o83 
18/07 RICJw.mw 38 19,793.95 509.00 14,773.50 
18/08 SHA<FER 199 l7. 277.04 515.33 1,492 .. 66 
18/09 SUS.NV1llE 1186 12,753.49 600.14 10i372.18 
19/01 AUIA.•BRA 9756 22,934.93 707.89 33,380.01 
19/02 CASTAIC 256 113,111.00 1,559.18 8,531.41 
19/03 EAST WHITTIER 10827 13,442.84 713.66 11,709.01 
19/04 EASfSlOE 746 37,855.32 895.95 9,655.75 
19/05 EL MONTE 9815 14,130.01 793.54 9,471~25 
19/07 GORMAN 47 160,205.21 1,838,45 7,830.77 
19/09 HER~OSA BEACH 1749 ?6,942.17 947.51 30,689.39 
19/10 HUGHES-ELIZABETH lAKES 180 53,793.31 1,575.63 9,390.01 
19/11 KfPPEL 1060 28. 721.42 84!.75 4,469.23 
19/12 LANCASTER 7168 10,711.34 6l't. 74 8' 70't· 32 
19/13 LAWNOtlE 6335 9,014.17 634~49 11,646.64 
19/14 LENNOX 2988 10,621.12 654,32 11,553.77 
19/15 LITTLE LAKE 6666 9.099.01 755.08 7,851 .. 31 
19/16 LOS NIETOS 2784 21,646.52 946.55 c;,p37.7l 
19/17 LOWELL CO 30 5784 13,q68.6l 705.94 7,385.52 
19/16 MANHATTAN BEACH 4769 22,473.97 809.95 18,993.18 
19119 MOUNTAIN VIEW 5960 . 9,026.80 671.84 11,677~09 
19/20 ~;n:HALL 2176 27,760,87 906.80 1,03q.,9o 
19/21 PALMDHE 4378 16,599.22 666.ll 7,385,84 
19/22 REDONDO BEACH 9271 21,610.19 816.21 1,170.10 
19/23 ROSE.W.EAD 2832 18,055.33 722.43 7, 9 1+9.01 
19/24 SAN GABRIEl 4132 20,836.88 797.91 2,188.80 
19/25 SAUGUS 4506 . 13,723~60 709.20 6,235.90 
19/26 SCLCDAD-AGUA DULCE 491 42,621.33 },109.74 2,679.36 
19/27 S£lUTH WHITTIER 4471 10,044.09 727.38 7,211.92 
19/28 SULPHER SPRINGS 2326 12,710.77 770.75 7,126.15 
19/30 WESTSIDE 2122 27,035.65 758.98 7,741.51 
19/31 WHITTIER 6232 18,503.36 757.38 20,873.88 
19!;2 WILSDNA 97 114,057.06 2,635,04 9, 756.74 
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CODE DISTRICT NAME ADA AAVIAOA·· ST+LOCIAOA AGPI/AOA· 
19/3~ WISEBUi1N 2458 ·)56,674.73 1,108.98 29,942.39 
20/0l ALVIEW 99 .45,8<::4.65 830.76 8·,579.84 
20/02 ~ASS LAKE 46 114,405.43 2,027.61 18,67B.48 
20/03 CHOWCHillA 1024 15,017.40 623.00 6f072.42 
20/04 COARSEGOLD 17 37,386,82 1o144.84 11,~63,64 
20/05 DA!PYtAND 230 27.263.72 710.59 71301.55 
20/06 NORTH FORK 310 67,767.26 1o132.99 6.547.47 
20/07 OAKHURST 326 23,614.86 1,006.18 12~000~05 
20/08 RAYMOND-KNOWLES 68 38,631.32 904.49 10,810.06 
20/09 SPRING VALLEY 54 85,905.65 lt093-37 7,124.94 
20/tO WASUNA 119 14, 169. 5't 644.88 8,569.38 
21/01 BOLINAS-STINSON 173 71,658.18 1,3!9.12 17,303,31 
Zl/02 DIXIE 4824 11.729.87 877.21 6,966.25 
2li03 FAIRFAX 1087 17,062.20 688.28 24,085.02 
21/04 KENTFIELD 1359 30.620.10 1,033.16 34,478.94 
21/05 LAGUNA CO 49 14 111,981.71 2,015.86 14,726.57 
21/06 LAGU,HTAS '"t71 14,079.64 864.52 1,548.96 
21!07 LARKSPUR 1663 23.273.84 980.06 16,399.17 
21/08 Ll ~COLN 17 85,883.82 1,022.76 6,327.53 
21/10 N!C,\SI9 49 51,962.86 849~37 18,324.61 
21/11 REED 1984 27,734.65 1,065.81 31,551~60 
21/12 ROSS 486 26;,806.16 956.38 31,~57.22 
21/13 SAtl ANSELMO 2076 18,700.00 851.01.14,309.43 
21/14. SAN RAFAEL 481& 26,341.73 956.72 35,347,69 
21/!5 SAUSALITO 562 69,546.29 2,061.89 71,862.66 
21/16 UNION CO 49 15 't9, 380 .. 53 935.80 5,378.40 
23/01 ARENA 351 29,151.51 998.32 3,275.56 
23/02 MANCHESTER 58 70,991.03 1,041,93 11,081.38 
24/0l AT~ATFR 3701 5,574 .. 15 551.42 12,632 •• 1 
24102 BALLlOD-tRESSEY 360 22,342.47 583 .. 05 6,870.48 
24/03 DELHI 674 8,299.15 586.95 6t8B2.42 
24/04 DDS PALOS CO 10 1376 14,953.43 755.29 59953.42 
24/05 EL NIDO 108 55,021.30 756.38 59,500.00 
24/06 HOPETON 82 23,716.34 592.29 e.R'/6.71 
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CODE DISTRICT NAME ADA AAV/ADA ST+LDC/ADA AGPI/ADA 
24/07 LF.· GRAND 299 19,52D.57 649.11 4,557.59 
24/08 LIVINGSTON 109'~ 10,375.03 704.13 3t88.2.88 
24/(·9 MOSh'A IN 464 18,600 .. 11 573 .. 35 7i997 .. 67 
24/10 MERCED 6905 9,5&5.03 629.05 8.169.57 
24/11 PLAINSRURG 98 56,008.47 832.57 7,958.67 
24/12 PLANADA 653 6,442.86. 544.08 3,746.13 
24/13 SNELLING-MERCED FALLS 89 44.733.71 812.49 10,519.66 
24115 WEf-.VER 823 17,691.11 69't.81 7,910.73 
24/16 W{tHON 987 . 4,233.58 600.47 7,298.45 
26/01 ANTELOPE 79 35,074.30 974.52 5;118.80 
2&102 GENiON 79 62,638.23 851.82 2 .. 984.68 
26/03 BRIDGEPORT 107 45, 772. so 828.01 14,814.95 
26/04 LEE VINING 123 79,695.12 1,125.31 21,543.89 
26/05 MMIMOTH 282 98,376.70 1,086•17 7,892.43 
27101 AL!Sr.L 2197 7,881.19 696.13 9,129.72 
27102 GRADLEY 39 87,602.56 1,141.82 15.111.97 
27/03 CHUHAR 258 37,360.97 783.72 ~-.::JtA .. 72 
27/05 GFAVcS 18 159,512.50 1,214.17 4,456.89 
2710& GREENFIELD 935 13.154.90 552.94 7,327.94 
27/07 KP~G CITY 931 26,429.65 745.68 7,947.06 
2:7/08 LAGtHJITA Zl 52,707.38 1,058.05 12,894.43 
27/09 "'ISS ION 85 32.485.18 842.52 7.025.29 
27/10 !lOATH MONTEREY COUNTY ,3114 25,871.80 852.48 5!879.95 
27/11 PACIFIC 32 37,435.78 1,0~5.56 24.227.34 
27/12 S r,L I tiAS 6679 17,626.38 79~.77 9~884.65 
27/13 SAN ANTONIO 97 29.653.20 632.72 6,309.92 
27114 SAN AROO 97 136,736.65 1,672.85 35t469.07 
27/16 SANTA R!TA 791 16,183.15 781.47 9t626.14 
27/17 SOLEDAD 1322 11,586.22 589.58 6,865.87 
27/18 SPRECKLES 516 62,222.54 818.76 2,733.86 
27/19 WASHINGTON 584 18,174.74 627.54 8,517.78 
28101 HOWELL MOUNTAIN 104 36,870.10 853.37 47,832.75 
28/02 POPE VALLEY 33 79,585,76 1,535.94 8,852.73 
29/01 CHEROKEE 34 30.867.65 822.03 11,683.'94 
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CODE DISTRICT NAME ADA AAV/AOA ST+LOC/ADA AGPI/AOA 
29/02 CHICAGO PARK 70 17,095.29 507.36 9,188.61 
29/03 CLEAR CREEK 17 167,604.12 1,676.76 6,003.53 
2q/04 GRASS VALLEY 1538 15,881.89 601.83 5-~-7'28 .. 06 
29/05 ~EVAOA CITY 873 20,909.60 610.28 15,909.06 
29/06 ~ORTH SA~ JUAN 35 33,793.14 745.66" 24,250.?0 
29/07 PLEASM!T R!DGE 387 43.336.38 754.09 4,673.72 
29/08 PLEASANT VALLEY 39 86,625.90 773.69 16,883-97 
29/09 READY SPRINGS 310 14,775.90 539.72 5,705.50 
29/10 UNION HILL 200 12,825.20 495.61 4.252.50 
29/11 WASHINGTON . 22 154,810.45 1.459.41 41332.50 
30/0l ANAHEIM 14181 27,247.65 922,96 12o155.75 
30/02 BUE~A PARK 5342 20,295.60 762.73 8,849.85 
30/03 UNTRAL!A 7222 11,357 .. 74 753.72 8,694·.66 
30/05 FOUNTAIN VALLEY 10542 7,809.44 638.63 7,165.26 
30/06 FULLERTON 126% lq,283.87 szq .. 47 12,851~97 
30/07 HUNTINGTO~ BEACH 6517 22.597.66 711.33 8,'1!5.25 
30/08 LA ;(ABRA 5995 15,752~89 779.67 11,380.6q 
30/09 LOS ALAMITOS l-t657 15,451.57 732.43 c;; "--~0. 55 
30/1'0 MAGNOLIA 51/05 11,755 .. 42 669.53 9,719.69 
30/11 OCEAN VIEW 14C45 10,718.49 703.25 6,854.84 
30/12 SAN JOAQUIN 9100 22,000.57 742.50 3,516 .. 03 
30/13 SAVA.'HlA 2830 9,425 .. 91 677.38 10,246.61 
30/14 SEAL REACH 1153 56,798.14 1,074.29 58,979.40 
30/15 TRABUCO 61 24, '•27 .. 05 575,89 4,780,05 
30116 TUSTIN 10243 15,321.53 649.19 lltl83.27 
30/17 hESTMINSTER 12670 9,418.86 636.02 7,303.18 
30/18 YORBA LINDA 2351 ll,601.03 693.74 12t926.12 
3!101 ACKERMAN 234 14,697 .. 37 600.41 lt450.67 
31/02 ALTA DUTCH FLAT 72 128,933.97 1.314.40 3~,120.56 
31/03 AUBIJRN 1997 16,624.19 701"14 11,298.29 
31/04 COLFAX 296 19,777.19 678.50 8,350.69 
31/05 ORV CREEK CO !4 188 19,523~30 569.52 8,363.22 
31/06 EMIGRANT GAP 6 503,542.83 2.555.33 34~505.33 
31/07 EUREKA 740 10,111.75 595.70 8,095.69 
31/08 FORESTHILL 197 48,675.21 834.48 12,139.86 
31/09 LOOMIS 1384 10~757.33 639.10 6,568.79 
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CODE DISTRICT NAME ADA AAV/ADA ST+LOC/ADA AGP!/ADA- 874/ADA 89-10/ADA EOA/AOA OTHER/ADA FED/ADA 
31110 NEWCASTLE 261 13,514.62 576.63 14.5~7.37 6.77 6,77 
31/ll OPHIR 132 13.711.88 605.83 11,208.49 7.64 3.03 10.67 
31/12 PENRYN 314 9,272.85 663.72 8,763.5? 20.48 20.48 
31/13 PLACER HILLS 968 12.705c-66 716.03 5, 761.5& 5.28 59.37 .13 64.76 
31/14 ROCKLIN 137 12.118.45 652.55 12.644.24 17.62 80.09 4.21 101.92 
31/15 ROSEVILLE 32"11 12.230.75 638.51 80,482.10 13.27 39o72 52.99 
33/01 COACHELLA '2610 6,697.83 5g6.90 2,504.66 72.01 .59 72.60 
33/02 ELS WORE 1331 22.498.33 776.91 4,980.68 a. 66 60.82 .21 69 .. 69 
33/03 MFCCA 416 27,622.51 791.76 5,!01.25 40.80 15.77 56.57 
33/04 1-~ENlFEE 121 212,497.97 1•711.15 49;378.80 
33/05 I·:URR!ETA 126 78,975.07 1,358.48 13.159.84 1.59 4 •. 22 5.81 
33/06 MIV lEW 265 24,493.36 73B.l8 7,1)5.91 .75 .75 
33/07 CAS!S CO 13 282 72,704.15 1.275.91 6.873.42 68.83 27 .. 60 96.43 
33/08 PERR l S 1053 11,624.74 739.86 4t6lt.OO 15.74 89.78 31.73 44 .• 43 181.69 
33/09 ROMOLAND 251 36,197.27 829.15 53,286.29 
33/10 TE"ECULA 156 79,585.51 1,203.97 6,982.56 19.06 1.28 20.35 
33/11 THER1UL 1050 10,293 .. 58 693.37 5,_708.04 130.54 80.68 211.22 
33112 VAl VERDE 476 19,044.55 735.48 4t288;.06 44.48 44.48 
34/01 ARCOHF.· 279 20,699.92 638.!2 3,864.1j4 8.22 8.22 
34/02 CENTER CO 31 1315 2.353.14 585.14 5,>.)15 .. 22 219.30 2.29 .32 221.92 
34/03 DEL PASO HEIGHTS 1753 3.234.06 695 .. 74 4.022·20 47431 169.39 41.04 .74 258.49 
34/04 ELVERTA CO 31 425 9,013.10 670.54 ~1,460.73 39.17 32.69 11.86 
~4/05 GALT CO 39 1236 1?,682.34 565.59 5,984.69 4.08 1.01 5.09 
34/06 NATO!.IJAS 128 99,321.56 1,703.91 3,395.39 
34/07 NORTH SACRAMENTO 5536 13,627.73 677.91 11.198,93 18.84 64.15 I 82.~9 
34/08 RIO LINDA 1011~8 5,544.02 656.73 5,647.41 66.95 21.65 ' .74 89.33 
34/09 F..ODLA 1087 5,'516.57 720.76 3,,979.95 26.57 "16. 44 .55 103.56 
35/01 BITTERWATER-TULL! 2B 65,753.93 942.43 7,033.00 
35102 C l E~EGA 31 83.112.26 6.·9'+. 10 7.343.23 
35/03 HOLLISTER 2003 13,914.03 636.25 7 •. 360. 70 23.50 7.77 n.z1 
35/04 JEFFERSON 19 66,718.95 718.37 8,386.74 
35/05 f<EW lORIA 37 15,762.16 64?.38 18;431.46 
35/06 NORTH COUNTY CO 43 388 36,935.18 864.30 9 '· 054 .. 75 43.45 .2.06 45.52 
35/07 OLYePIA 30 32, 3't4.33 759.00 11,324.60 
35/08 PANOCHE 11 291,951.82 2,409.18 11~703 .• 27 
g:; 
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CODE OlSTRlCT NAME ADA AAV/AOA ST+LOC/ADA A"P!/ADA 
35/09 SAN JUAN 455 24,828.68 651.59 7,857.89 
35/10 SOUTHSIDE 77 18,454.29' 373.08 14;092.00 
35/11 TRES PINOS UNION 78 56,093.97 636.88 9~326.42 
35/12 WILLOW GROVE 62 111. 844.52 668.84 15,572.90 
36/01 ADELANTO 1946 7,172.60 538.83 5t924.JO 
36/02 ALTA LOMA 1602 9,475.,Z6 658. 7l 4!154.22 
36/03 APPLE VALLEY 1069 33t275.73 1,026.35 7,731.04 
36/04 CENTRAL 1631 8.192.15 693.[3 8,852.30 
36/05 CVCAr<OtJGA 738 35,473.28 1.156.94 10.057.64 
36/0R HElfNDALE 43 37,699.53 1,082.67 11;702.19 
36/09 HESPSRIA 967 25.799.04 792.89 6~893.42 
36/10 LOS FLORES 29 270,311.03 2.143.62 6,406.66 
36/11 LUC~RNE VALLEY 277' 63,024.95 1,369.58 11,791.23 
36112 MOWH BALDY 50 15,9e4.BO 741.86 22;478.08 
36/15 ORO GRANDE !.48 46.309.80 1,038.68 8;815.03 
36/.lb PHELAN 91 96,120.66 },765.10 12.539.67 
36/17 UPLAND 5920 10,899.13 618.53 10;919.60 
36/!8 VICTOR 2029 25.159.96 756.28 (l,tt77.68 
36/19 HR!GHTWQOO CO 19 174 40.470.34 1,009.34. 14,651.57 
37/01 J,LPINE 801 16,053.31 735.12 8,015.70 
37/02 (lat·:SALL 421 53,208.83 792.61 3!963 .. 90 
37/03 CAJON VALLEY 13161 10,898.67 748.94 9,873.94 
. 37/04 CARDIFF 758 15.199.89 721.70 2;n9.95 
37/05 CARLSBAD 2776 23,503.22 987 .n 13~0136.98 
j7/06 CHULA VISTA 17353 12,381.33 692.24 5t900.76 
37/07 DEHESA 77 44,596.99 1,152.13 4,327.86 
37/08 DEL MAR 830 35,684.56 824.46 21,936.04 
37/10 E"CINITAS 1355 27,770.38 754.95 20,226.12 
37/ll i:SCONDIOO 8919 12,598.53 773.01 6t788. 1t2 
37112 FALL~ROOK 2367 28,480.99 653.67 7,495.07 
37/13 JAeUL-LAS FLORES 't62 17,951.94 803.75 7,317.61 
37/14 JULIAN 250 54,534.02 847.46 5!664.94 
37/15 LA MESA-SPRING VALLEY 15357 9,933.01 771.32 7,861.61 
37/16 LAKESIDE 3627 8,381.72 634.99 5,828.39 
37/17 LEMON GROVE 4175 10,223.82 749.40 11,919.21 
37/18 NATIONAL 4058 12,949.42 720.38 7;301.36 
II I II !llllllllll 111111~1 II li i I I 'I· .• 1'1 lllli"ii'ITll'l 'IIIII 
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CODE DISTRICT NAME ADA AAV/AOA ST+LOC/AOA AGPI/ADA 874/AOA 89.,.10/ADil EOA/ADA OTHER/ADA FED/ADA 
· 37/19 OCEANSIDE 7803 10,566.92 663.03 8,174.00 208.91 15,84 1.71 4.40 230.85 
37/20 PAUMA 192 68,165,91 1o102 •. 18 24,462.41 62,61 .83 63.44 
37/21 RANCHO SANTA FE 352 59,600,56 1,303.27 64,615.11 ,84 .84 
37/22 RICH-MAR 1645 20,734,15 787.92 6,900.89 13.95 24.16 ,96 39.07 
37/23 SAN PASOUAL 64 49 0 369.13.1,150.13 9,005.91 
37/24 SAN YSIDRO 1555 8,790,47 631.01 11,061.24 1.30 46,37 4.50 52.17 
37/25 SANTeE 6318 5,378.74 661.30 3,545.21 23.10 12.02 ,95 36.08 
1 37/26 SOLA~~ BEACH 788 36,977,68 822.28 10,318,27 7,58 6,11 "13.69 
37/27 SOUTH BAY 6075 6,916,64 648.74 4i351.57 83.46 27.80 12.73 ,66 124,65 
37/28 SPENCER VALLEY 18 72,447.33 1,051.22 90,372.33 ,78 .78 
37/29 VALLECITOS 147 38,626.~4 776.44 7~154.32 14.97 16.99 31.95 
37/30 VALLEY CE~TER 534 42,495,02 789.46 8,604.22 9,19 19.98 29.17 
37/31 WARNER 122 65,782.~7 1,004.93 4,2]0,66 72.08 18.17 .84 91.10 
39/01 RANTA 185 32,853.,7 802.55 5 0 730.29 
39103 HOLT 74 194,144.'!1 1,448.95 4,483 .• 14 2.70 2.70 
39/04 JEFFERSON 247 36,347.{4 839.02 9;916,83 10.26 ,81 11.07 
39/05 LIMMERSVILLE 170 34,327.?4 67B.M9 ?o012.11 25.16 25,16 
39/06 NEll HnPE 224 34,?81.!i0 791.41 G;~84.64 .89 .89 
39/07 NE~ JERUSALEM 155 41,944.61 834,01 12,902.79 1.29 1.29 ' 
39/08 OAK VIEW 280 18,773,.f9 576.57 10;299,45 1,52 1.52 •, 
39/09 RINDGE 45 52,148.18 1,606.29 17,277.87 
39/10 TRACY 3186 12,322.~6 701,46 9,136.57 41.98 25.78 .12 67.88 
40/0l CAMBRIA 240 50,761.~2 957.63 12 1278.88 64.~3 9.b3 73.46 
40/02 CAYUCOS 210 34,589.40 998,93 15,955.6~ 22.10 16,86 38.96 
40/03 FAIRVIEW 8 206,901.88 1,605.88 28;557.00 
40/04 PASO ROBLES 1508 15,895,•15 664,09 9;599.41 16.85. 49.12 3,13 69.10 
4.0/05 PHILLIPS 14 132,681.1>4 1,307,07 5;074o29 
40/0& PLEASANT VALLEY CO 27 11 188,508.~5 2,258.18 6 1 469.27 
40/07 SA~ MIGUEL CO 27 239 21o002.~9 527,70 9,696.11 67,82 40.92 108.75 
41/0l BAYSHORE 483 28,456,l2 937.86 27,714.42 34.78 12.47 47.25 
41/02 8ELt<DNT 3541 23,488.'BO 953.88 13,333.16 ,59 3.09 3.92 7 •. 60 
41/03 BRISBA~E 634 43,208.01 1,210.54 19,707.43 3.62 43.90 47.52 
41/04 BURLINGA,~E 2544 48,731.163 1,202.96 35,256.83 26.90> 3,14 30.05 
41/05 HILLSBOROUGH. 1350 41,581.125 1,378.23 38,420.40 .33> 5,93 6.26 
41/06 JEFFERSON 10006 13,487.~8 838.65 11,767.07 4.37 11.31 15,68 
II :1-:rm!ffrrl-ll~~lllll! 1 '11 ! 11· '·1 ·' II llllf'"l!'ll'!i'lllll'lll ' " ' I,, !Ill :[rr; Lll ~ 1:1 I 
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CODE DISTRICT NAME ADA AAV/ADA .. ST+LOC/AOA AGPI/ADA. 
41/07 LAGUNA SALADA 8970 7,823.22 684.28 8,300.22 
41/08 LAS LO~ITAS 1706 ~9,765.19 1.170,86 26.220.09 
41/09 MENLO PARK 1762 . 49,563,12 1.322.72 29,114.36 
41/10 M!LLORAE 3288 47.043.69 1,193.64 15,923.99 
41/11 PORTOLA VALLEY 956 29,449.45 1,286.17 28,146.18 
41/12 RAVENSWOOD 5390 11,519.05. 885.21 24,499.15 
41/13 REDWOOD CITY 10454 23,426,86 938~41 18,897.56 
41114 SA~ HRUNO PARK 4610 20,394.73 1,113.13 12,331.94 
41/15 SAN CARLOS 3219 31.228.88 1,113.33 19,227.30 
41/16 SAN MATEO 1304 2 22,465.10 1,009.57 17,603.34 
41/17 WOODS IDE 411 38,293.58 1,097.56 21~982.81 
42/01 BALLARD 26 81,520.73 1,807.35 19t959.92 
42/02 BLOCHMAN 187 40,905,11 941.59 8,275.57 
42/03 ~ONITA 52 37,423.81 1,016.90 11;369.08 
42/G4 OUELLTO~ 315 23,337.81 926.05 12.251.31 
42/05 CASNALI A 52 4,981.98 429.25 7,8U9.38 
42/06 COLO SPRING 204 47,595.05 944.15 14,632.35 
42/07 COLLEGE 531 25,202.57 695.55 ~.-E::49.32 
42/08 CUYAMA COS 40-56 229 53,527.89 1,188.04 6,566.29 
42/09 GOLETA 6885 19,536.04 986.69 10,862.08 
42/10 GUADALUPE 794 7,630.26 583.30 7,509.45 
42/11 HOPE 1043 40,959.89 1,082.06 18,594.85 
42/12 LOS ALAMOS 123 35,578.29 797.98 11;137.82 
42/13 LUS CLIVICS 93 37,546.87 905.03 15!954,35 
42/14 t1m1TEC ITO 465 68,833.56 lt324.72 17,064.52 
42/15 ORCUTT 3825 9,226.42 699.80 8,623,54 
42/16 SANTA OARBARA 5991 30,284.83 1,079,83 47,350.01 
42/17 SftNTA MARIA 6472 12,213.39 755.79 8,730.27 
42!18 SOLVA~lG 333 31,332.95 970.66 25,997.49 
42/19 VlSTA OEL MAR 60 198,593.55 2o204,72 7,150,67 
43/01 ALUM ROCK 16209 5,618.98 680.67 5,959.52 
43/02 BEP.RYESSA 5752 8,124.39 712.07 4,099,62 
'~3/03 CMH3R. I AN 5382 10,361.00 766 .. 07 7,194.35 
43,/04 CAf>'tPHELL 10995 16,011.29 857.30 12,350.69 
43/05 CUPERTJtlO 23529 11,816.98 801.62 9 •. 304.80 
43/06 EVERGREEN 4276 9,006.89 673.17 4. 894.11 
r', 11/J'IIR'M'i: I :~~i~ll,[l'l· ... ','lr I'• \:' ', 'J: ', .11'1·1 "r~~j:lO,fi/i;Lil~j~:,lll!i~iJ 
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CODE DISTRICT NAME . ADA AAV/ADA ST+LOC/AOA AGPI/AOA 
43/07 FRANKLIN-MCKINLEY o3n 12,311.79 745.43 6,022.55 
43/0B LAKESIDE CO 44 80 4!,658.13 1,229.03 15;364.60 
43/09 LQHA PRIETA CO 44 492 (6,736.57 802.03·12;576.88 
43!10 LOS ALTOS 5302 26.152.23 1,008,00 22.598.90 
43/ll LOS GATOS 3829 !9,076.51· 951.19 12,503.58 
43/12 LUTHER HURSANK 315 19,355.97 699.84 19,966.08 
43/14 MO~ELMJO 9013 10,405.55 715~51 10;836.34 
43/15 HQU~TAIN VIEW 3233 37,861.51 1,264.67 17,968.25 
43/16 ~T PLEASANT 3666 5, 568.22 638.64 6,041.65 
43/17 OAK GROVE 10195 II, 928.73 716.71 3,893.68 
43/18 ORCHARD 232 166,637.37 (,096.31 17,42~.94 
43/19 SARATOGA 3364 19,368,96 820.51 12,146.55 
43/20 SUN~YVALE 10303 22,983,91 93~.89 !3,040.27 
43/21 U'HON 10649 7,247.38 692.65 e;o54.4! 
43/22 WH!SMAN 2826 20,777.52 1,003.03 19,152.08 
44/01 BONNY OOON 94 64,!08.09 996.43 12,527.02 
44/02 HAPPY VALLEY,,· 90. 23,069,56 959.09 12;508.07 
44/03 LIVE OAK 1459 16,066.29 711.97 1>,;31.01 
44/04 ~WUNT A IN 64 ]0,939.76 885,32 !0,321.19 
44/05 PACIFIC 70 86,822.43 1,074.00 12,334.91 
44/06 SANTA CRUZ 3140 2Eiv226.,53 891.21 28~964.73 
44!07 SCOTTS VALLEY 1379 16', 315.74 854.47 12;255.00 
44/08 SOQUEL !909 16,798,16 794.09 9J682.64 
45/01 BASS 134 43,430.16 832.13 10,563.56 
45/02 eELLA VISTA 88 32,244.05 803,88 7;804.55 
45/03 BLACK BUTTE 90 55,645.53 !,111.73 64,680.16 
45/04 BUCKFYE 533 8,640.55 658.92 9,634.83. 
45/05 C•NYON 130 88,965.48 1,152.78 12,087.17 
45/06 CASCADE 1987 15,820.75 7[0.95 &;705.02 
45/07 CASTLE ROCK 64 71,121.48 1,5Ql.06 8,194.53 
45/08 CEDAR CREEK 84 !02,415.95 1,790.12 6,545 .. 79 
45/09 COLU~'BIA 245 10,5&4.96 669.10 !2,809.30 
45/10 COTTONWOOD 815 13,547.43 612.89 7;525.16 
45/11 ENTERPRISE 2657 7,16!.83 641.86 9;577.11 
45/12 FRENCH GULCH WHISKEYTOWN 47 ·sl.ns. 74 881.96 11;340.47 
45113 GRANT 68 11,048."46 703.87 11,295.74 
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CODE DISTRICT NAME ADA - AAV/AD,A ST+LOCIADA AGP!/AOA 874/ADA 89-10/ADII 
45/14 HAPPY VALLEY 342 6,190.46 587.01 5,275.26 
'•5/15 !GO-ONO-PLATINA 98 28,323.55 753.93 6,765.84 17.09 
45/16 INDIAN SPRINGS 36 776,063.06 2,563.94 3,505.83 
45/17 JUNCTION 480 6,979.49 597.11. 5~083.83 
45/18 M!LLVltLE 121 20,006.73 668.30 6,1t09.38 
45/19 MONTGOMERY CREEK 91 80i5D2.52< 1,715.48 7,954.59 
45/20 NORTH COW CREEK 93 8,311.81 559<. 73 4i577.89 3.68 4.30 
45/21 OAK RUN 38 34,248•03 746.34 4.17!.00 
45/22 PACHECO 817 "1,768.74 600.01 1!,601.33 
45/23 REDDING 2951 16,825.99 637.52 12,062.49 21.02 
45/24 $Hf~STA 254 7,622.44 624.02 14',615.57 12.57 
45/25 SHASTA LAKE 1310 6,284.58 728.25 1;522,40 15.12 94.08 
45/26 WHITMORE 72 58,498.06< 863.76 3;128.25 
47/01 BIG SPRINGS 48 53,729.00 710.96 7,231.17 .42 
47/02 BOGUS 12 137,072.00 1,172.58 10,090.00 
~7/03 CUTTEVILLE 51 44,071.98 549.98 7;311.06 3.92 
47/04 CALLAHAN-EAST FORK 9 '127,124.56 2,089.78 43,853.33 
47/05 DELPHIC 15 16,288.33 658.33 ~,--t57.60 
47/06 OORR IS 173 20,441..64 510.93 8,095.73 25.71 
47/07 DUNSMUIR 428 9,800.05 < 519.76 11;654.36 14.63 
47/08 ETU~ 260 19,908.13 707.34 5,659.52 << 29.45 
47/09 FALL CREEK 11 265,72!.73 1.636.73 8~044.36 18.18 
47/10 FORKS 18 17,031.28 1,298.11 11i350.00 
47/11 FORT JONES 150 20,737.51 6~1.10 s;s55.71 47.69 < 24.01 
47112 G.\ZELLE 59 20,973.07 636.85 11,012.54 3.39 
47!13 GRENADA 102 l6,q99.70 528.01 6~821-61) 7.52 
47/14 HAPPY CAMP 386 6,415 .. 36 482.60 7;318.45 .28 
47115 HILT 81 29,672.64 623.22 9;937.14 .47 
47/16 HOR~BROOK 90 49,988.76 923.71 9,422.33 
47/17 JUNCTION 17 11,178.24 688,.06 12;153.82 
47/18 KLAMATH RIVER 80 30,719.98 769.4CJ 9~360.00 Ho50 
47/19 LITTLE SHASTA 17 91,363~53 1,094.82 o;s46.B2 
47/20 MACDOEL 98 43,790.43 889.91 1ljl74.76 35.71 16.79 
47/21 MCCLOUD 382 24,%0.17 665.05 87340.59 8.66 
47/22 MDIHAGUE 266 7,941.75 555.53 11;470.74 13.09 zz.os 
47/23 MOUNT SHASTA 656 13,702.65 547.54 9;440.02 10.56 
47/24 QUARTZ VALLEY 34 l'~'f695.44 602.15 6,587.26 5.88 
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CODE DISTRICT NAME ADA AAV/ADA- ST+lOC/AD.A AGP!IADA 
47/25 SAWYERS BAR 10 14,359.60 995.90 7,305.20 
47/26 SEIAO '"2 18,159.90 567.19 17;876.86 
47127 WEED 558 15,572.90 534.91 10;489.88 
47/28 WILLOW CREEK 9 248.116.56 1,482.33 s~9&a.aq 
47/29 YR[KA 1208 12, 103.95, 545.96 8,880.47 
49/01 ALEXANDER VALLEY 149 26,243.58 673.95 6,442.95 
49/02 BELLEVUE 1318 14,261.38 696.94 13,003.77 
49/03 HENNETT VALLEY 456 19,559.67 699,99 11,079.a6 
49/04 CINNABAR 249 12,054.15 650.23 q;ooo.oo 
49/05 COlA TI 1661 7,690 .. 49 667.79 5,048.86 
49/06 DUNHAM 55 21.262.35 599.71 7,334.18 
49/07 FORESTVILLE 541 14,251.87 713.34 3t3.05 .. 10 
49/08 FORT. ROSS 33 110,019.39 938,39 36,576.00 
49/09 GRAVENSTE!N 796 8,534.73 54~.04 8,308.29 
49/10 GUERNEVILLE 395 20,621.84 588_. 57 2,504.22 
lt9/ll HARMONY 351 17,445.54 . 682.51 3.571.00 
49/12 fiEALOSBU•G 1080 21' 242.91 734.72 7,395.83 
4q/13 HORICON 33 283,546.76 2,094.76 l!,J73.27 
49/ !4 KENIJOOD 16.3 33,196.94 ~89.78 17,885.80 
49/l5 LIBERTY 157 17,878.79 7LO. 41 9,078.19 
4CJ/-lb MARK UEST 729 20,599,85 654.45 12.321.03 
49/17 MONTE RIO UNION ELEM 140 42,010.13 711.55 9,606.13 
49/18 MONTGOMERY 55 44,404.38 1.028.24 21,132.80 
49/l 9 OAK GROVE 650 12,369.13 606.68 9,294.92 
49/20 OLO ADOBE 1561 11,187.90 642.49 6_,236.33 
49/21 PETALUMA 3246 13,985.00 692.66 19,910.96 
49/22 PINER-OLIVET 477 14,723,64 627o25 1!,987.24 
49/23 RFSERVATinN 20 78.50 1,062.00 12.506.00 
49/24 RINCON VALLEY 3140 15,630,72 717.29 6-,118.75 
49/25 ROS:'LAND 873 9,952.10 684.50 12,380.42 
49/26 SANTA ROSA 4046 24.174.23 871.01 32,466.04 
49/27 SEBASTOPOL 1230 14,870.47 708.41 8,940.08 
49/28 TWIN HILLS 593 9,434.87 563.77 8,020.39 
49/29 TWO ROCK 119 22.798.82 538.05 11,073.18 
49/30 W~UGH 63 32,349.13 802.65 10,244.57 
49/31 WEST SIDE 91 45,174 .. 24 898.47 8,241.76 
49/32 WILMAR 368 13,036.76 688.69 9,938.35 
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CODE DISTRICT NAME ADA AAV/ADA ST+tOC/ADA AGP 1/AO.A 
49/33 WINDSOR 629 13,451.16 694.87 fl, 92 8. 50 
49/34 WRIGHT 398 15,696.68 647.16 11.929.17 
50/01 CHATOM 735 14,087.97 603.57 8,!lj·l •. 67 
50/02 EMPIRE 809 20,972.34 704.16 3,775.60 
50/03 GRATTO'J 53 20,186.36 783,55 6,390.57 
50/04 HART-RANSOM 495 11.533.26 537.75 5,415.82 
50105 HICKMAN 194 12,635.41 624.05 6,039.65 
50/06 .HUGHSON 941 9.239.92 611.62 6,173.57 
50/07 KEYFS 547 4,980.62 546.11 3,269.41 
50/08 K~IGHTS FERRY 26 59,375.77 1,265 .• 46 12,282.00 
50/u9 LA GRANGE :?2 62,119.55 1,191.05 27,9B0.32 
50/10 ·"ODESTO 13086 10,064.93 685.17 13,7£6,89 
50/ll OAKDALE 2121 14,235.46 587.41 7,771.07 
50112 PARADISE 129 15,083.21 664.96 5,520.12 
50/15 SALIDA 604 13,505.32 506,68 4,935.88 
50/16 SHILOH 114 25,164.81 737.32 12,598.00 
50/17 SlA~lSLAUS 1660 8,698.24 611.32 12,066.76 
50118 SYLVAN 346ft 7,667.82 579.99 10. J79.61 
50119 TURLOCK CO 24 3153 12,684.63 .624. 65 8,132.13 
51/01 RRITTAN l~56 20,390.72 611.43 4,557.51 
51/03 FR~NKLI~ 367 11,208.75 53S.3G 8 .. 570.99 
5!/05 11ERIOIAN 128 66,985.86 1,061.38 17,643.44 
51/06 t;UESTRO 67 44,522.54 786.64 8,312.24 
51/08 ~lNSHIP 32 149,3&0 .. 78 i,l31..19 l4tl.l4.75 
52/03 CORtHNG 1001 ·14,612.01 601.) 3 a,oao.75 
52/04 ELKINS 59 59,827.54 649.54 7,965.51 
52105 EVERGREEN 248 27,284.42 607.57 7,499.77 
52/06 fLCURNCV 30 45,398.10 912.77 l0y381.87 
52/07 GERBER 432 11,930.48 560.92 7,138,94 
52/08 KIRK~~OOD 10 87,470.20 1,114.00 7,531.50 
52/09 LASSEN VIEW 313 24,050.78 525.03 4,395.68 
52/10 MANTO~ CO 45 51 83,735.65 1,317.80 6,021.18 
52/ll MiNERAL 41 67,255.59 511.17 22,678,24 
52/12 PLUM VALLEY 27 93,091.81 794.07 17,694.11 
52113 RED BLUFF 1821 16,566.29 583.16 S.,2'tl.55 
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CODE DISTRICT NAME - ADA AAV/AOA ST+LOC/AOA AGPrtADA· 
52/14 REEDS CREEK 75 37.589.48 536.55 8,266.77 
52115 RICHFIELD 79 31,775.05 703.59 7,347.01 
53/01 eURNT RANCH 45 16,964.89 788.13 37,810.67 
53102 COFFEE CREEK 30 B7,564.67. 852.47 14,4R4.60 
53/03 COX B~R 35 19,502.00 755.43 3.691.66 
53/04 DOUGLAS CiTY 40 41,964.88 858•83 9,858.10 
53/05 flAYFORK VALLEY 428 11.778.57 561.06 6,867.85 
53/06 H~AGL!N-ZENIAH 8 171,536.25 2.132.88 29,862.00 
53/07 HYk~POM 56 20.,892.77 687.21 12,598.88 
53/08 JUNCTION CITY 39 25,978.21 5 Stt. 00 9~357.54 
53/09 LEWISTON 59 3l,lt43.56 732.46 13,850.54 
53/10 MAD AIVER CO 12 145 21.254.55 638.72 6,172.14 
53/11 TRl~!TY CENTER 35 82,473.57 684.14 9,.23!.94 
53/12 •EAVERV!LLE 477 10,802.65 528.93 7,312.96 
54/01 ALLENSWORTH 33 '24.234.18 1,163.52 3.107.88 
54/02 ALTA VISTA 454 3,407.81 487.15 5~026.40 
54/03 BUENA VISTA 95 32,399.28 775.24 7 • .:86.84 
54/04 OURTO~ 649 6,230.02 '487.87 5,4<3.07 
54/05 C !TRUS SOUTH TULE 37 50,362.43 664.86 6,852.81 
54/06 GOLlJMBINE 93 38,772.40 818.13 4,911.83 
54/07 DINUBA 2182 8,707.82 559.11 6,538.26 
54/08 DUCOP. 173 64,684.15 738.88 5,508.87 
54/C9 EARLIMART 1107 11",954.98 593.01 3.,343.97 
54/10 EXETER 1067 18,831.68 652.87 7,661.20 
54/11 FAA~ERSVILLE 8 70 3,875.27 555.04 4t012.49 
54/12 HOPE 65 57,010.49 931.83 7,615.91 
54/14 KINGS RIVER 474 7,450.25 517.78 5,365.46 
54/15 LIBERTY 237 19,532.19 708.10 7,768.71 
54/16 MONSON-SULTANA CO iO 326 14,780.71 535.30 1,157.67 
54/17 OAK VALLEY 319 22,292.14 607.72 5,585.61 
54/18 OUTS!Dt CREEK 103 29.112.69 563.30 8,358.49 
54/19 FALO VEROO 433 15,665.41 642.88 61381.68 
54/20 PIXLEY 574 13,956.05 641.59 .,,11!.03 
54/21 PLEASANT VIEW 342 ll,341.97' 517.10 6,072.30 
54/22 PORTERVILLE 4647 8,754.50 564.84 5,896.70 
54/23 RICHGROVE 449 16,437.50 651.41 1,834.34 
" :1-llmlfffll :11~111111'1'1 I I II Ill . I 'I I !I ·':·1 ·r·i:::l:,l:111'1:i 111- 1i' .. il'lll 
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COOE DISTRICT·NAME AOA AAV/AOA ST+lOCIAOA AGPI/AOA 
54/24 ROCKFORD 240 u. 718.78 554,66 6,540.08 
54/25 SAUCELITO 50 44,581,02 1,043.32 5 .• 994.24 
54/26 SEQUOIA 199 36,139.21 760,66 5 .• 848.76 
54/28 STONE CORRAL 110 32,878.55 705,47 9,608.87 
54/29 STRATHMORE 513 21,848.15 602.50 4,523.29 
54/30 SU~IOALE 440 17,844.61 643.75 4.,514.27 
54131 SUNflYSIOE 351 22,883,79 526.14 4,,163.97 
54/32 TERRA BELLA 512 25,854 .. 28 630,46 (,,543.66 
54/33 THREE RIVERS 179 .44,592.19 822.41 17,034.64 
54/34 TIPTON 336 22,325.39 565.20 9.,049 .. 08 
54/35 TRAVER~ CO 16 252 18,548.29 669.19 1·,282.06 
54/36 TULARE 4542 8,291.19 600,97 5,829.14 
54/37 WAUKENA 196 25,098.22 676,98 2,2.85.36 
54!38 WOOfllAKE 1092 11,972.72 572.58 4,301.83 
54/39 HOOOVILLE 484 9,752.37 522.67 5,3).3.56 
55/01 BELLEVIEW 33 63,181.30 796.18 13,700.91 
55/02 BIG OAK FLAT GROVELAND 115 ~~.239.60 1.283,72 9,410.88 
55/03 CHINESE CAMP 31 61,654.7l 884.74 1 7 .J15.65 
55/04 COLUMBIA 417 38,278,06 .958.28 3,,617.36 
55/05 CURTIS CREEK 543 > 19,334,11 555.04 2-,119 .. 78 
55/06 JAMESTOWN 462 11,959.01 498.69 9, 792.16 
55/07 SOtJOP.A 625 21,884.54 771.40 14t853.98 
55/08 SOLLS8YVILLE 250 15,567.46 559.28 2,9~3.90 
55/JD TWAIN HARTE-LONG BARN 424 . 28,756.86 761,86 10,390.54 
56/0i c•IGGS 344 33,644.43 877.26 8,053.53 
56/02 HUENEME 6969 6,307.29 590,65 8,658.83 
56/03 MESA 446 (~3,448.15 869.77 8,439.85 
56/04 MOORPARK 1222 16,718.22 701.31 6,363.20 
56/05 MUPU 72 22,505.11 658.51 7,365.00 
56/06 OCEAN VIEW 2025 21,627.44 599,90 5,823.29 
56/G·r OXNMO 9542 15,607.93 66 7.11 6,.928.47 
56/08 PLEASANT VALLEY 5716 14,440.26 ·687.55 8,025.68 
56/09 RIO 2127 16,133.37 744.51 7~&19.29 
56/10 SANTA CLARA 13 221.114.69 1,276.23 1Q,722.46 
56/11 SANTA PAULA 3'•52 10,147.64 665.90 8,227.44 
56112 SOMIS 252 69,549.27 19015.84 9,566.08 
II I II iiiiiiTI111111~11i I' il I il 'I : I I ., 'II llii:II:l'll'!lilll 






































































CODE DISTRICT NAME - ADA AAV/ADA ST+LDC/AOA AGPl/AOA 
56/13 TJIWER 5508 13,992.76 696.09 6,639.45 
56/14 VALLEY OAKS 6848 16,595.79 701.43 "7,435.22 
58/0l CAMPTONVILLE 31 67,176.94 1,222.94 5~,717.00 
58/03 WHEATLAND 3185 1.897.28. 457.97 1,450.05 
I ~I "11111111'1'1 i -I 1111111111·1 I ~ I' 'II 'i · ',-1 -ll'PI"Wif'::'1 ll- 1i :: .. :1·111 














DATA FOR CALIFORNIA UNIFIED SCHOOL 







CODE DISTRICT NAME ADA AAV/ADA ST+LOC/ADA AGPI/AOA 
01/51 ILA~EOA UNIFIED 12915 10,397.31 816.11 13,968.45 
01/52 ALBANY 3001 11,833.49 946~30 15.525.70 
01/53 BERKELEY 16071 18,336o34 lt457.13 20r930.83 
0!/54 CASTRO VAlLEY 9612 8,643.12 848.68 t2,377.u1 
01/55 EMERY 599 97i254.08 2,610.90 9,847 .. 7A 
01/56 FREMfJNT 33667 7. 324. 03· 745.01 7,314 .. 97 
01/57 HAYWARD 28797 8,844.72 794.09 10,2S4.12 
01/58 LIVERMORE VALLEY CD 7 12686 8.219.93 781.30 7,9.25.96 
01/59 NEW HAVEN 6ft60 11,118.42 902.62 5,200.83 
01/60 tJEWARK 9768 6,417.74 719.65 5,378.44 
01/6! OI•KL.~NO 63255 15,755.55 941.80 16.455.77 
01/62 PlfO~ONT 2623 16,066.70 1,018.06 20,636.!4 
01/63 SAN LEANDRO 10~59 25,675~50 1,054.69 18,516.30 
01/64 SAN LORENZO 16178 7,929.83 80b.l0 10t290.77 
02/51 ALP HIE 114 65,619.54 902.36 3,825.75 
03/51 lONE 558 19,392.90 1,055.34 9,763.89 
03/52 JACKSON 757 16.090.38 ~91.86 13.S71.35 
03/53 ORO MADRE . 1329 26,789.18 938.40 7.830.72 
04/51 BIGGS 673 26,415.19 990.26 9,232.50 
04/52 CHICO 9606 10,-358.21 789.68 10,041.86 
04/53 IJLIRHAM 772 25,478.04 860.17 6,733.43 
04/54 PAR~DISE 2712 12,967 .. 24 737.40 10,608.74 
05/51 CALAVERAS 2677 26,019.57 946.33 5,183.38 
06/51 COLUSA 1348 18,5't4.ll-;. 754.24 11,102.96 
Ob/52 N~.XWELL 31R 41,659.21 1¥265.20 8,867.47 
06/53 PIE~CE CO 57 851 35,375.79 984.91 9,6-52.25 
06/54 WILLIAMS 573 25,145.61 839.66 10,962.04 
07/51 ANTIOCH 8199 15,438 .. 12 837.14 9,130.20 
07/52 JOHN SWETT 1995 32,505.86 !,249~20 11,510 .. 91 
07/53 MA~T!NEZ 5027 17,722.46 1,019.28 11,844 .. 66 
07/54 MT DIABLO 50003 8,034.65 882.48 8,013.68 
07/55 PITTSBURG 5994 22,394.41 1,095.29 7,902.70 
I 11-11111111'1~1 ll~~llli I! I '-!! 1 r 11 :I :1 l'llli'':P1IF::f!ll· 11 :... Will 
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CODE OJ STRICT t~AME ADA AAV/AOA ST+LOC/AOA AGP!/AOA 
07/'3.6 RICHMOND 40905 12,637.53 1,021.19 12,579.26 
07/57 SAN RA~ON VALLEY 9410 11,929.24 892.20 10,026.14 
08/51 DEL NORTE COUNTY 3996 10,128.36 801.76 8,258.06 
09/51 LAKE TAHOE 3530 25,486.42 1,009.35 9,773.~9 
10/51 CLOVIS 9038 5,898.64 678.73 4,721.15 
10/52 CO~LINGA COS 27-35 2437 30,215.R4 1,261.82 9,346.43 
10/53 FOHLFR 2162 12,598.73 796.4 B 5,762.53 
10/54 Fi<ESNO 59132 6,821.84 727.93 9,006.06' 
1D/55 KINGS CANYON CO 54 5641 8,787.84 696.95 6,138.85 
10~56 LATO~ CO 16 864 8,402 .. 63 791.87 4,338.72 
10/57 PARLIER 1784 3,712.16 595.75 2,774.79 
10/58 SANGER 6408 7,264.46 695.97 5,564.49 
10/59 SELMA 4179 6,387.61 669.06 5,559.65 
11/5! PRINCETON CO 4 348 49,725.43 1~286.99 7,034.76 
11/52 STO~Y CREEK CO 6 185 29,128.49 1,141.14 7~874.66 
11/53 WILLOWS 1821 17,301.28 741<13 10,426.63 
12/51 KLAMATH-T~IN!TY CO 53 1317 12,812.84 704.46 5,885,.55 
12/52 SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT CO 53 ~267 15,222.23 1,013.35 8,321 .. 00 
13!51 CAL EX !CO 4243 4,086.,81 645.87 5,087.42 
13/52 CALIPATRIA 1198 13.384.73 807.22 5,879.28 
13/53 HOLTVILLE 1888 12,734.78 934.33 6,866.07 
13/54 I,"PER!t.l 1631 14,021.31 835.08 5,261.10 
13/55 SAN PA5QUAL VALLEY 643 10,227.04 723.65 3,365.67 
14/51 BIG PINE 309 28,510.89 1,143.90 7,345.05 
14/52 DEATH VALLEY 168 19,044.63 1,165.36 10~625o00 
14/53 LotJE PINE 586 17,175.75 1,008.62 10;231.04 
14/54 OWENS VALLEY 259 27,800.10 1,366.24 10,028.92 
15/5! MARICOPA 451 33,296.65 1,495.42 6,336.14 
15/52 MOJAVE 1375 43,856.21 1,395.76 6,97!.04 
15/53 MUROC 4444 6,909.69 529.81 5,242.55 
! I I llllm111'111111111111 'II ! II I 'I ·!' I '!I 'II Hllm:r'll·'' .. !'ll 'I·'· Will 
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CODE DISTRICT NAME - ADA AAV/AOA ST•LOC/ADA AG?I/ADA 
15/~4 SOUTHERN KERN 1194 28,380.95 866.73 6,195.21 
15/55 fEH;\CHAPI 1738 16,414.41 900.77 s.3b!.!2 
16/51 CORCORAN CO 54 2872 9,8!l.04 736,:H 5,349.77 
17/51 KELSEYVILLE 678 31,440,11 1o042.87 9.009.25 
11/52 KONDCH 1183 26.282.07 97-2.97 8,031.62 
17153 ·LAKEPORT 1218 13,310.94 802.57 ~,946.,98 
17/54 ~lOOLETOW~ 329 . 41.720.70 1,136.68 15,717.55 
18/51 uJG VALLEY CO 25 332 20,736.78 911.33 6,862.50 
18/52 WESTWOOD 511 7,623.14 662.58 7,687.89 
19/51 A B C 20086 . 8,16fJ,77 740,52 2,445.94 
19/52 AI'CAOJA 10356 14,234.'t0 839.56 22,333.00 
19/53 AZUSA 13231 6.~71.92 724.47 ?;,541.13 
19/54 nALOWIN PARK 13034 4,168 .. 95 669.51 6,715.50 
19/55 8.\SSETT 8763 6,364.61 765.55 4;,345 .. 56 
19/56 BELLFLOWER 12761 8,776.64 731.37 16,097.60 
!9!57 BEVERLy HILLS 6307 49,501.07 1,57?.62 69,753.33. 
19/Sd CCHdTA 7748 7,?75.91 717.85 3,162.38 
19/59 BURBANK 14910 23,644.27 992.57 2Q,314.84 
19/60 CHtRTER OAK 9454 5,265~27 674.53 7:,-683.,.92 
19/61 CLI~EMONTMETON 7307 8,731,97 837.06 12.638.66 
19/62 U~!FIED 41'>26 lt,879.6q 740.83 4.,585~18 
19/63 COVINA-VALLEY 18604 8.126.72 742.63 7i,877.47 
19/64 CULVER CITY 7333 18,502.31 968.35 11,985.22 
19/65 DrJW.'IEY 19395 12,94<.1.76 886.09 15,,866,10 
19/66 OUARTE 4971 7,394.26 789.01 9',406.60 
19/67 EL RANCHO 14765 "(,617.94 782.69 !j,ll5.67 
19/68 EL SEGUNDO 3211 47,484,58 lt4Z0.93 16,519.77 
19/70 GLENDORA 96~2 6,095 .. 01 730.09 11,807.72 
I, 19/72 I NGL EWDDO 1421(:, 16,268.46· 953.67 19,557.60 
19/73 LA CAtJ,\OA 5026 14,245.32 909.53 1~,969 0 23 
19/74 LAS VJRGENES 5469 20,146.23 ltl30.08 ~.954.23 
19/75 LONG BEACH 67368 16,566.21 848.87 11,870.79 
19/76 LOS ANGELES 691432 13,358.25 779.19 13,810.60 
19/77 LYNWOOD 9487 8.383.74 695.44 12.330.16 
; I il:!ltm!ITMI· 11~111111'111 I II Ill ·1 II 1111""1"11'''11'111111 I· 













6.24 12.40 5.48 
.51 
5.09 11 .as 2.05 
6.33 ll. 32 • 39 
3. 7l 
8.68 5.43 7.19 






4.91 4 .. 13 




22.49 20.65 6.01 










































































CODE DIStRICT NAME ADA AAV/ADA . ST+LOC/ADA AGP!/AOA 
19/76 MGt;ROVIA 7372 12.061.32 853.10 12.100.90 
19/79 MONTEBELLO 24079 21,576.79 854.86 9,231.55 
19/80 NORhALK-LA MIRADA 32936 6, 352.-48 722.86 -8,736.70 
19/81 PALOS VERDES PE~INSULA 17958 12,562.46 868.66 14,279.96 
19/82 PARA~!OU~T 9178 11.013.69 751.83 8,287,08 
19/83 Po\SAOENA 29688 16,569.97 1,127.15 22,334.21 
19/84 POMONAWLAND 23068 a,sll.66 756.19 9,453.73 
19/86 SA~ MARINO 3570 20,412.50 908.30 35.959.46 
19/87 SANTA MO~lCA 13300 30,630.73 1?053.58 19,683.05 
19/Bfl SOUTH PASADENA 1-.069 13,854.65 770.61 21.672.61 
19/89 TEMPLE CITY 4823 10, 87C. 72 879.33 39,451.81 
19/90 TORRANCE 36307 13,094.23. 808.36 10.539.94 
19/92 WEST COVI~A 13901 6,437.52 708.91 s. 80.3.13 
20/51 NADERA 7312 9,350.95 710.67 5,637.84 
21/51 NOVATO 11861 7.212 .. 97 721.79 7.1 877.6B 
22/51 MARIPOSA 1235 25.589.75 1,000.53 9,530.77 
23/51 A~DERSON VALLEY 395 18.461.37 1,029.39 4,796.11 
23/52 FORT BRAGG 2556 9,672.16 837.55 9,148.59 
23/53 ME•;OoGINO '~54 35,448.24 1,076.55 7,q6~.52 
23/54 ROUND VALLEY 372 18,919.33 890,53 6,465.11 
23/55 UK i -~H 6177 9,903.51 754.12 8,862.74 
23/56 WILl! TS 1946 11,663.18 872.74 7,699.76 
24151 HILMAR !374 ll,285.98 767.61 4,048.66 
24/52 LOS BANOS 3396 14,398.76 803.75 7-.617.13 
24/53 NEWMAN-GUSTINE 2372 18,037.77 833.66 9,682.73 
25/51 MODOC-TULELAKE CO 18-47 1912 17,696.63 815.95 8,678.87 
25/52 SURPRISE VALLEY CO 18 306 13.154.85. 837.16 4,591.06 
27/51 CARMEL 3185 33,703.94 1,104.13 22,533.44 
27/52 MONTEREY PENINSULA 19184 6,318.35 689.55 7,391.09 
27/53 PACIFIC GROVE 3843 11.215.99 e23.31 1Q,7l6.o9 
I II-!1BIIl'l!r1 'I ~llnlllll·! I I 1! 1'1 !i 1:1 T!lll'::p:fri-l!fl-1r:; •. IFIII 
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CODE DISTRICT NAME ADA AAV/A"OA ST+LOC/ADA AGPI/ADA · 874/AOA 
281'1 CALlSTOGA CO 49 . 563 20,661.77 1.019.47 13.130.44 
26/52 NAPA VALLEY 15500 8,680.68 799,33 10,764.83 34.18 
28/53 ST tlELENA 1365 2{:';594.51 884-10 ~1.222.67 13.86 
3Gi51 BREA OLINDA 4270 17,154.40 834.28 11.407.69 
30/52 CAPISTRA~O 8252 19,392.78 882.06 11,613,02 8.47 
30/53 GARDEN GROVE 54398 5,889.93 674.62 7,640.71 8.06 
30/54 LAGU~JA BElCH 2995 31,522.33 1,002.86 16,596.30 
30/55 NEWPORT-MESA 2684& 18,323.64 964.55 15,285.39 
30/56 ORANGE 27795 9,559.64 774.40 9,173.95 1.5-5 
30/57 PLACENTIA 12496 12,601.39 779.63 5,861.42 
30/58 SAt;TA ANA 28117 13.756.54 773.88 10,493.11 7.82 
31/51 TAHOE TRUCKEE CO 29 2420 42,639.25 993.42 5,936.24 7 .u 
31152 WESTERN PLACER 2095 9,520.47 677.58 5,373.31 19.18 
32/51 PLUMAS 2888 31,890.35 1,049.86 11,177.72 
3)/51 4LVDRD 9081 5,659.45 700,89 7,085.34 9.48 
33/52 BANNING 3137 8,253.59 733.89 7,015.55 10.84 
33/53 Bl:AUMO'\If 2229 11,391.17 750.99 7.347.57 .88 
33/54 COKOf\:A 15884 8,005.92 644.91 6,319.83 5.24 
33/55 DESERT CENTER 1029 21,810.21 1,223.58 8,128.72 
~~ 
33/56 DESERT SANDS 7708 14,816.95 884.82 9,039.39 
33/57 HEPET 5 761 16,!55.57 809,04 11,722.61 
33/58 JURUPA CO 36 9~94 7,020.64 704.89 5,959.24 7.70 
33/5~ MORENO VALLEY 6600 5.227.94 609,07 4t389.32 127.82 
33/bO PAL~ SPRINGS . 62 22 32,670.04 1,056.28 16,512.01 19.47 
33/61 PALO VERDE 4003 10,490.30 720.27 6,277.67 
33/62 RIVERSIDE 27650 9,648.74 744.56 10,512.46 7.47 
33/63 SArJ JACINTO 1732 10,013.66 789.25 1,,213.28 10.68 
34/51 ELK GROVE 9619 6,942.53· 723.04 5,611.11 13.06 
34/52 FOLSOM CORDOVA CO 9 13020 5,266.70 645,.31 6,397.00 87.76 
34/53 RIVER DELTA CO 48-57 2876 32,225.82 1,104.02 1Q,82l.ll 
34/54 SACRAMENTO 56811 8,706.74 698.50 11,731.76 13.39 
34/55 SAN JUAN 55390 6,581.18 742.59 10,020.89 21.51 
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cone OISTRlCT NA~E ADA AAV/AO·A ST+LOCIADA AGPI/ADA 
36/~l BARSTOW 10270 10,054.66 846.05 7,740.30 
36/52 BEAR vALLEY 1444 28,351.97 1,212.00 s; 112 .oo 
36/53 CHINO 9442 8,733.99 74!.73 5.,952.62 
36/54 COL TON 12120 7,051.15 765.48 7.,0C9.36 
36i56 MORONGO 3890 15,834.81 826.74 8,613~28 
36/57 NEEOLES 1450 21,762.31 1,196.18 9,666.77 
36/58 REDLA'<DS 12d41 q,234 .. 03 723.05 10,082.77 
36/59 R 1 ALTO 13174 4, 766.36 684.61 6,001.60 
36/60 RIM OF THE WORLD 23Rl 35,088.03 1,379.02 5,664.64 
36/61 SAN BERNARDINO 38714 7,13~.58 790.93 8~502.73 
36/62 TRONA CO 14 1054 19,352.41 609.38 10.891.51 
36/63 YUCAIPA CO 33 4446 9,940.50 737.68 8,40,5.7~ 
37/51 BORREGO SPRINGS 243 65,421.65 2.279.94 11,468.07 
37/52 CORO,,AOO 3356 13.179.12 819.92 12;~77.46 
37/53 MOUNTAIN EMPIRE 932 16,311.28 913.17 8,235.70 
37/54 POWAY 6692 l2~·SlB.33 805.69 3,559.93 
37/55 R·~MONA !743 l2t092.92 846.63 6;537.22 
37/56 SAN DIEGO 133001 10,757.75 763.24 2,938.24 
37/57 VISTA 9396 7,737.14 697.84 6,310.!4 
38/51 SAN FRANCISCO 80558 28,427.06 1,362.03 32,043.41 
39/51 ESCALON 2082 15,209.02 746.23 6~70Q.7q 
39/52 LINCOLN 5208 8,070.01 730.68 9,606.68 
39/53 LINDEN 2C94 15,951.87 762.38 7,160.o93 
39/54 LOOI lle33 12.106.26 709.03 9;684.50 
39/55 M.\~TECA 8284 9~576 .. 91 711.16 7.016·74 
H/56 RIPON 1268 18,829.46 815.95 9,636.,67 
39/57 STOCKTON 3?.Al8 8,410.31 830.26 10,153.97 
40/51 ATASCADERO 3064 11,846.84 735.21 7,785.51 
40/52 LUCIA MAR 7:)14 7,903.96. 724.61 6,526.04 
40/53 SAN LUIS COASTAL 7362 19,051.35 1,040.73 12.359.14 
40/54 SHANDON 251 39,750.36 ·1,243.20 5,058.47 
40/55 TEMPLETON 424 16.290,79 899.76 6,170.66 
41/51 CABR!LLO 2699 12t406.35 956.39 lj,P,84.05 
" II 1111111~1 1111111111 I 'II I !I ! ·:1 ·li :I.IIPnm~:TI!'i::li=lll '1 I 
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CODE DISTRICT NAME ADA AAV/ADA · ST+~GCIAOA A~PI/ADA 
411"2 LA HONDA-PESCADEROSAN 469 23,964.09 1,568,57 5,130.71 
41/53 SOUTH FRANCISCO 12866 !6,247.49 1,006.43 10,832.57 
42/51 CARPINTERIA 2416 14,290.41 838.73 9,235~53 
42!52 LOMPOC 14!40 4,909.74 639.79 6,721.34 
43/51 GILROY 5147 11,907.08 919.53 6,879.63 
43/52 MILPITAS UNIFIED 9693 6,904,41 913.56 3,956.21 
43/53 MQRGAN HILL 4483 14,1-t57.5l 94 7. 23 4.291.68 
43/54 PALO ALTO 15488 20,858.67 1,456.75 13,993.79 
43/55 SAN JOSE 38197 12,h38.13 886.50 12,152.61 
43/"6 SANTA CLARA 2'~914 10,825.15 855.69 91786.32 
44/51 PAJARO VAlLEY COS 27-35 12796 10,549.79 755,16 8,889.38 
44/52 SAN LORENZO VALLEY 2674 14,713.62 862.55 8,600.45 
45/51 FALL RIVER COS 18-25 1441 27,171.86 1,026.34 71382.41 
46/51 SIERRA-PLUMAS CO 32 683 22,230 .. 86 792.76 8,207.17 
48/51 HE'!ICIA 1866 35,724.18 1,240.32 S,3Q5.,00 
48/52 O!XO;< 2012 17,930.83 813.87 8.141.30 
48/54 TRAVIS 4217 1,974.17 564.84 37930.97 
4A/55 VACAVILLE 6481 8,)99,63 634,00 7,167.31 
48/56 VALLEJO 16535 6,646.83 724.77 10,958.35 
49/51 CLOVERDALE 1418 14,648 .. 22 856.40 7,821.47 
49/52 GEYSERVILLE 315 20,407.63 998.34 9,331.11 
49/53 SONOMA VALLEY 3963 15,407.12 804.40 11,522.84 
50/51 CERES 4435 5,215.55 707.94 5,599.86 
50/52 DENAIR 683 9,382.76 673.42 6,506.21 
50/53 PATTERSON CO 43 2308 12,030,31. 768.61 6,395.54 
51/51 LIVE OAK 1301 12,483.93 665.35 0_,696.25 
51/52 YUBA CITY 7771 11,576.56 658,47 9,158.32 
52/51 LOS MOLINOS 570 15,977.61 784.68 5,1i65.76 
1'1 I !1-!lnnwfl 'I ~~111111111 "I: :II 'II 1·111''·'11'11·'" f'll'l:: ... irlfl 
874/ADA 89-10/ADA EOAIADA 
8.44 10.46 
l6.:6~t .49 
166.37 11.19 .17 
55. 21> 
. 6. 68 7.10 
46 .Bll 
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13.77 19 .6•:.. 
a. 73 50.li) o.l5 
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•.-;;:r-
CODE DISTRICT NAME ADA AAV/AOA ST+LOG/ADA AGPI/ADA 
54/'1 ALPAUGH 163 19176&.09 1,183.86 5,772.18 
54/52 CUTLER-OROSI CO 10 2511 6, H8.07 735.04 3,895.83 
54/53 liNDSAY 2235 12 .. 485.56 751.47 ·8.119.98 
54/54 VISALIA 13440 8,577.66 745.96 7,594.21 
56/51 FILLMORE 2670 15,341.89 848.20 Tr':i40.U4 
56/52 OJAl 3606 10,711.02 838.87 9,816.01 
56/53 SIMi VALLEY 23638 6,402.,33 689.09 4,894.80 
56/54 VENTURA 18274 ·. 13,167.20 763.00 10,396,06 
57/51 DAVIS CO 48 5395 13,397.63 939.41 10,489.37 
57/52 ESPARTO 784 19,678.18 851.03 9,302.45 
·--·57/53 ~ASHINGTON 5789 8,827.05 756.41 9,615.40 
57/54 WINTERS COS 28-48 1200 12,374.83 710.55 7,043.22 
57/55 WOODLAND CO 51 7003 13,549.61 849.82 10,251.31 
58/51 MARYSVILLE 8793 8,194.10 682.10 8,595.61 
~ 
11.11-lfllm'IIOOIII.,IIIIII Ill I II ; 1 ,j I .f II I I ; , IIIII ~ ' 'I I II !I . " II II I 
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CALIFORNIA SCHOOL DISTRICTS 






SCHOOL DISTRICTS NOT INCLUDED IN THE STUDY 
Elementary School Di.stricts 
Code District Code District ----
0409 Pioneer 3902 Delta Island 
1007 Cantua 4313 Montebello 
1012 Fresno Colony 5013 Riverbank 
1905 El Monte 5014 Roberts Ferry 
1906 Garvey 5020 Valley Home 
1908 Hawthorn 5021 Waterford 
1929 Valle Lindo 5102 Bro\l.rns 
2109 Hill Valley. 5104 Morcum-Illinois 
2414 lolashington 5107 Pleasant Grove 
2704 Gonzales 5201 Antelope 
2715 San Lucas 5202 Bend 
3004 Cypress 5413 Hot Springs 
--
3607 Guasti 51>27 Springville ; 
3613 Hountain View 5509 SUmmerville 
3614 Ontario-Hontclair 5802 Plumas 
3709 Dulzura 
Unified School Districts 
Cod~ District Code. 
,1969 Glendale 2152 
1971 Hacienda La Puente 3655 
1985 Ro.r1and Unified 4853 
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